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STUBY GF HEAB STRRT REERB!THENT AND ENROLLHFNT:

FINAL REPBRT EXEGUTIVE SUHHARY

Head Start’s purpose is to serve children of poverty families, and to

make ten percent of its openings avai1ab1e to ﬁéﬁaiééiﬁéa éﬁiiaiéﬁ—

proportion (estimated at 15 percent) of the e]igib]e children. Given this
situation, Head Start po]icy is to provide its services to the most needy
children and families within the poverty population.

Bne of Head Start s ongoing cha11enges is to deve]op ways of responding
to changing demographics, systematicaiif hing out children from the most

disadvantaged homes and prov1d1ng programs and services that wi]] tru]y
benefit children and famiiies with very diverse needs. No other nationaiiy
imp1emented chiid or fami]y program has sueh a comprehensive charge. 6ne

purpose of this sfudy was to find out how Head Start programs in various

circumstances have attempted to meet these cha'l'lenges

It was also the purpose of this study to collect new data pertaining to

the crit1ca1 resu]ts of two previous investigations, one by the Office of

the Comptro]]er General (CG) in 1975 the other By the Region X Inspector

Genera] (IG) in 1984 These investigations presented a dim picture of Head

Start s effectiveness is serving low-income children and families, contend-
1ng that too many fami]ies were over-income, programs were under-enrolled;
attendance rates were too 1ov, enrolled families were main1y from the
upper 1eve1s of the poverty range, and the racia]/ethnic mix of the
p*ogram didn t represent the popu]ations served New data from the

present study show that there may sti11 be cause for concern about the

Y ’ia]]ethnic ba]ance in some sites, but that (a fewer fami]ies than the

llowable 10 percent are over-income, (b) enroliment levels are relatively

[-1]
-
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thh (c) attendance rates are close to the 85 percent 1eve1, and (d) fami-

lies from the Tower 1 els of the poverty range are being enrolled: Point-
by point comparisons of present findings with those of two preVious reports
are presented in Exhibit 1 at the end of the Executive Summary

Local programs are required to conduct community needs assessments to
determine vwho and where the eTigibTe famxTies are and what their needs are.

This information then enters into the p1anning process S0 that the result-

ing program can be of greatest benefit to the famiTies served In comi §-

sioning this study, the Administration for Ehi]dren, Youth and FamiTies

had three concerns: services needs and Benefits. The three- part

question is, How can Head Start ensure (1) that local programs w111 proVide
services to the maximum number of children and families pos51b1e, (2) that
the children and families served will be those who most need the program;
and (3) that those needing and receiv1ng services will benefit the most’
Thus, this study 100ked at programs community needs assessments, tried to
determine the extent to which programs taiTored their efforts to their

TocaT circumstances, and assessed whether the neediest families were indeed

being enro]]ed

Bifferent recruitment strategi es are needed tor ditterent situations,

and this study attempted to determine what st ategi*s are used and how

successful they are. The seTection criteria used by programs oBViousTy

have a major effect on the charaeteristics of enro]]ed chi1dren and

famiiies, so these were aTso examined in considerab]e depth Enro]]ment

programs success in meeting Fami]y needs.

Systematic and detailed information was obtained in this study through

two distinct and complementary methods- in-depth case studies conducted at

12

viii



nationa11y representative, stratified random samp1e of 74 programs. Table

I11-1 (p. 24) and Tables IV-1 (p. 69) and IV-2 (p. 70) show the character-

istics of programs se1ected for these two components of the study The
methodo]ogy of each component is described in Chapter II. This Executive

Summary of the Fina1 Report summarizes the findings, integrating observa-

summary, it is impossiB]e to provide a11 the nuances and supp1ementary

information that surround these main findings Readers are encouraged to

consu]t the fu11 report for additional Background details, and illustra-

tions.

A]though 64 percent of the prngrams surveyed had comp]eted a community

needs assessment within the 1ast three years, it is difficuit for programs

to obtain accurate, comp]ete and up to date information on the needs of

families in their communities. This 0bV10HS1y 1imits the extent to which

Brééréﬁs can effective]y adapt to changes in their communities in order to

better serve ihe eiigihie families.

Using information that was avai]aB]e, in- depth study programs reported

that the fami]ies they serve are Becoming more needy, both in terms of

vices. This is consistent with other reports that "the number of poor

people in America has increased by about 10 million since 1978 .. and the
poor are genera]iy further be]ow the poverty 1eve1 . than tﬁéy were then"

;1’.'7 13
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(New York Times Magazine, June 16 1985 p 20) Teiephone survey programs

reported eleven different types of community needs that have increased over

the last five yea’s, inc1uding increases in chiid abuse, singie parent fam-
iiies working mothers, drug or aicohoi abuse probiems muitipie probiem

famiiies chiidren in foster care, and handicapped chiidren Different

kinds of ehanges have been occurring in urban and rurai areas -- rura] pro-

éiéﬁs were more 1ike1y to report increases in working mothers and chiid

éﬁiée cases, urBan programs were more 1ike1y to report changes in the pro-

Siightiy more than 60 percent of the programs surveyed reported they

community needs assessmentS’ The most common changes 1nc1uded hiring staff

siots, changing the educaticnai approach estab]ishing a new center, chang-

ing hours of operation, and adding another program option: Aitﬁoogr 69

percent of CAA sponsored programs reported naking such changes, only 45
percent of schooi system programs did so, rurai programs were 51;5 more
1ike1y than urban programs to have made such changes, and mixed modei pro-
grams were more 1ike]y to do S0 than either fu11- or part day programs
Aimost two thirds of the programs repor*ed that they were abie to tar-
get recruitment activities toward particuiar groups because of information

from the community needs assessments The in- depth study programs provide

particuiar program options There are aiso examp]es of changes in staf-

fing, staff deveiopment activities, pareﬁt training, new programs and ser-

vices, estab]ishing a new center or reiocating an existing one, providing

additional transportation services; establishing coordination with schools

1
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and other agencies, and adjusting the boundaries of the target area served.
There are also, however, occasional examples of programs failing to
option that was proving to be unpopular with many parents. Furthermore,
because of difficuities in conducting useful community needs assessments
(as discussed above), programs do not always perceive the need for program
changes.

it is partly on the basis of comminity needs assessments that in-depth
study programs expressed increasing concerns with the needs of Families who
are slightly over income. Of the telephone survey programs that Féﬁéftéé
wanting to enroll different types of families, more than two-thirds said
tﬁéy would try to enroll more over-income families. Programs also said
that, if more resources were available, they would like to provide addi-

tional services, such as transportation, health, hiﬂdicapped; and social

services.

Head. Start communities have been changing, and programs are making

efforts to tailor their offerings to what they perceive as the needs

of the eligible population in their communities. Even so, not all
programs are conducting regular community needs assessments, and.
those that do are faced with information_that is often inadequate
for understanding family needs within their community. Programs
therefore have a_tendency to fall back on informal judgments based
on their personal experience in the community, leaving themselves

open to the charge that they "see what they want to see:.”

I’mﬁnﬂ I 1 75;; 1 9 7ﬂs [ ]

¢ Programs need guidance in conducting useful community needs. __ . -

assessments, including advice on-the variables that are most useful
for_program decisionmaking, suggestions for sources of data, and.

examples of ways of using the information. This guidance must be.
accompanied by the caveat that census-type data don’t tell the whole

story of family needs, and that other information on the nature of

family problems and the availability of services for meeting those
needs must be sought.

bk |
i

xi



v’::i

Buring this study new estimates were obtained on the percentages of

e1ig‘b1e children served by each of the in-depth study programs. In some -

percent of e1igib1e 4 -year- o1ds served ranged from 17 to 97 across the nine

sites. In programs where the percent served is 1ow, there was ev.dence of

ineffective recruitment strategies, fai]ure to re- examine the program 's

parental atti tudes toward Head Start.

Head Start programs are required to serve the neediesi of the e1igib1e
Tow- income aapuiafiaﬁ— The in- depth study provides examp]es of how prs-

. grams define the most needy and how they go about recruiting and enro]-

1ing those considered to be most in need of Head Start services. Programs

do make a serious attempt to ﬁeigh a numBer of factors in addition to fam-
i]y income when assessing fami]y needs and take serious]y their mandate to

serve fami]ies most in need The te1ephone survey found that the more

frequent]y used enro]]ment criteria (in order of importance) are family
inzome, child handicap, chi'ld age, AFDC recipient; family prob'lems, enroll-

ment in previous year; and sib]ing in program

Evidence on how successfu] programs are in serving the most needy fami-

lies comes from comparisons (in the in depth study) of enrolled fami1ies
with the e1igib1e popu1ation and with fami]ies who were recruited but not
selected into the program (1 e., p]aced on waiting 1ists) In most of the

distribution -- in three of the programs more than 40 percent of the fami-

1ies had incomes tnder Sl BBG per year; on the average, 27 percent of

6
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enrolled fami]ies had incomes below $4, 000 and 43 percent were receiVing
pub]ic assistance:

Comparisons of enro11ed and waiting list fami]ies at the in- depth study
sites indicated that once families are .~ecruited the more needy ones are
enro11ed while the less needy are p1aced ori waiting lists. Enro]]ed fami1ies
(in contrast with waiting list fami]ies‘ had 1ower incomes (about 54 000
less on the avertge), wer~ more like1y to be TECEIVIHQ pub1i assistance,
were more 1ike1y to be sing]e parent fam11*es, and were more 1ike1y to be
unemp]oyed Although teiephone survey information is 1ess accurate; a

majority of the programs erveyed reported that waiting 1ist famiiies gen-

era11y have higher incomes, fewer fami]y prob]ems, younge. chiidren, and

major reason ‘for accepting over- income fami]ies was cited as the desire to
enroll handicapped chi]dren; a1though there was also increasing concern in
some programs for the p]ight of the siightIy over-income fami]y

Since all programs enroll a range of fami]ies, not a11 wou]d be consid-
ered the "most needy by their own se]ection criteria. When asked what the
consequences might be if they were to enro]] a higher percentage of "most
néedy fami]ies, programs reported that there wou]d be a need for addi-
tiona] staff and services, that additional stress and burnout among exist-

ing staff would occur, that operating costs wou]d increase, that parents

17
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would have fewer "role mode:i" of parents who are "making it,” and that the
quality of children’s classroom experiences might decline with higher pro-
portions of "problem” children.

Programs are not totally successful in maintaining a balance among dif-
ferent racial/ethnic groups that matches the proportions of these groups in

the community. There appeared to be discrepancies in five of the nine in-
depth study sites, with minority families over-represented and White fami-

lies under-represented in relation to their proportions in the low-income
population of the program’s service area. This is partly explained; how-

ever, by the lower income levels of minority families. In three of these

sites; the median income of the minority famiiies was lower than that of
the White families, indicating that by attempting to enroll the more needy
families a racial/ethnic inbalance resilted. If racial/ethnic balance is a
program goal, the trade-off may be not necessarily enrolling the lowest
income families.

M”””W .

In many sites Head Start programs are serving relatively high propor-

tions of the eligible population. Where this is not happening; the
reason sometimes has to do with factors programs can change, such as
ineffective recruitment or unpopular program options: Programs do
consider factors ither than family income when enrolling children,
and programs have been relatively successful in enrolling the more

needy families from their communities. -Discrepancies-in the racial/
ethnic balance of enrollments (in relation to the proportions in the

community served), exist in about half the in-depth study sites; but
are partly due to the lower income of minority families.

Implications:

o In some areas where there are relatively few Head Start eiigible
children and public pre-kindergarten programs have bgen instituted,
Head Start programs may need to re-evaluate the need for its ser-
vices or consider ways in which its services might be modified to
meet needs that the public schools cannot.

o If programs were to modify their selection orocedures so that virtu-
ally all enrolled families fall into the category of "most needy,"”
there is the possibility of additional stress on the programs in
areas of staffing, training, and the range of services offered.

xiv jii?



A wide variety of recruitment strategi's are used by Head Start pro-
veyed), contact uith other agencies (used by 96 percent), posters or f1yers

(96 percent); newspaper and radio ads (81 percent), and door-to-door can-

agencies. (Oniy 8 percent felt posters or ?1yers were "most effective ")
CAA programs are more likely than school-based programs to use door-to-door
canvassing and to consider it efféétiVé; ‘ord of mouth was judged to be
nore effective in urban than in rural areas. Based on interviews in the
in depth study programs, it is apparent that door to- door canvassing is the

most effective strategy for recruiting the most needy when there is real

the Apri1 -June period Over a third of the programs report that recruit-
ment “never ends;” but is ongoing throughout the year. A variety of staff

are nvo]ved in recruitment activities -- more than 80 percent of programs

say that parents, teachers and aides, Po]icy eouncil members, socia] ser-

visitors in recruitment.

Referra]s piay a mador role in recruitment, proviﬂing an avé;agé of 23
percent of the tota] enro]]ment, according to te]ephone survey responses
(And 10 programs reported that more than 50 percent of their enro]]ment

comes through referra]s;) In 60 percent of the programs surveyed refer-

© 19



als take priority over other families in the enrollment process. The

agencies that are most frequently cited as providing referraic are
agencies serving the handicapped and agencies that typically work with low-
income families such as welfare, health, and social service agencies. Over
90 percent of the programs report that they refer families to other
agencies in order to help meet the families’ needs for childcare:

o b

A variety of recruitment strategies are used by Head Start programs,
and no single one stands out as most effective for the majority of
programs. This suggests that a variety of approaches can be effec-
tive depending-on local circumstances.- Although there are periods.
in which recruitment is most intense, for most programs the task of
identifying families for possible enrollment into the program is an
ongoing_one. The method considered most effective by the greatest
number of programs is -word of mouth.. It appears that the majority
of children are therefore recruited by a strategy that relies on

parents_taking the initiative to sign up.- This may not be the pro-
cess that_is most likely to identify and locate the neediest fami-

1ies. Door-to-door canvassing can be-most effective when it

involves actual contact with potential families and is not Jjust the
distribution of leaflets. i

TFITrr

o For programs to increase their effectiveness in enrolling more of

the most needy families, there may need to be a reassessment of -
recruitment strategies so that more direct contact with potential -

families through door-to-door efforts replaces or supplements word
of mouth.

' Since the strategy that is most effective in recruiting the most

needy (door-to-door canvassing) is also the most time consuming and

expensive, Head Start may need to consider putting more resources
into recruitment in order to enroll the most needy families.

Fami  ncome is ranked by survey respondents as the most important
criterion tor selection into the program. In addition, 70 percent or more
of the programs consider such factors as child handicap, child age, whether
family s AFDC recipient, presence of family problems, and whether child

was enrolled the preceding year.
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About 75 percent of the programs use an enrollment or selection commit-

tee for se1ecting families into the program When there is a séiéetidn

committee, parents and po]icy council members are more 1ike1y to be

invo]ved; when there is no formal committee, the Head Start director is

more likely to be involved in the process: Programs operated by the pubiic

schoois are less 1ike1y than Cﬁﬁ-siéhsoréd ﬁ;agraﬁs to have a selection

sions

Te]ephone survey programs reported close to full enro]]ments (average

of 99 percent), but ten programs said they had difficulty achieving full
enro]]ment at some time during the year A]though the number of unfilled

siots was less than 1 percent of funded 1eve1s oh the average, 32 percent

of the programs reported unfi]]ed siots as of January 1986 and 47 percent
reported unfi]]ed s1ots as of Apri] 1986* A]] but one of these programs

had éﬁauéﬁ families on their waiting lists to achieve fu11 enro]]ment
inzdepth study programs maintained enrollments at 97:6 percent of funded
levels. This is a more | positive finding than that reported by The Office

of Inspector General in 1984, which found that over half the grantees were

out of compliance with enroliment Baiiey

Interviews at the in-depth study programs revealed that some programs

recruit fami]ies who then decline to enro]] their children, and over 75

percent of the te1ephone survey programs confirmed that this happens The

programs said parents dec]ine to enroll their child because of a fee]ing

that their Ehi]d is not ready for preschool In a1most 30 percent of the

fu]l-day chi]dcare instead of Head Start; Transportation problems inter:
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fered with enrollment in 20 percent of the programs. All programs surveyed

maintained waiting 1ists constituting an average of 31.6 percent of their

funded enrollments:

Family income and other indicators of need (such as child handicap,

child age, family problems; and the child’s enrollment the preceding

year) are.considered when selecting children into Head Start pro-

grams. _Parents and_policy council members are more likely to be
jnvolved in selection when there is-a formal selection committee.

After being recruited, a_number of families then decline to enroll

their children, either because they feel their child is not ready

for preschool, the parent is not ready for the separation, or par-
ents need full-day childcare:

;7” I ..

o When dicators of nesd other thin Incone are considerad in the

selection process, needy families who do not have the lowest incomes
may be seiected into Head Start.

¢ Giuidelines for selection committees might

. ensure that parents and
policy council members have a larger vcice in the selection process.

At the in-depth study sites, where attendance figures were collected

for a randomly selected week from each month between December 1985 and

April 1986, daily attendance averaged 79.8 percent across the nine programs
for their center-based components. The average ranged from a Tow of 56.4

percent for a program that was experiencing problems with their buses and
competition from a new state-funded pre-kindergarten program to a high of
92.6 percent for another program. In the home-based components of in-depth
study programs, the home visit completion rate for the December-April

period iié?iﬁé& 90.4 percent, ranging from ??;6 percent for one program to

97.3 pércéni for another: The telephone survey programs reported average
classroom attendance rates of 84.8 percent, 83.2 percent, and 85.5 percent
for November, Febrdiiy; and April 1985-86.
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Both the in-depth study and telephone survey programs reported that
parent or child iliness and a variety of personal problems are major
reasons for absences. Weather in the winter months was also cited as
?Féduéﬁtiy iﬁtéfféiiﬁ; with attendance. The children who are most
frequently absent come from families where there is greater stress (e.g.;
nultiple-probiem Families, single-parent families, lower-income families,

and families that are more likely than the other enrolled families to be
unemployed): Program staff exert considerable effort in following up on

enrolling in order to cope with the problem of low attendance.

The family dropout rate averages 17:9 percent a year; as iéﬁdiféé By
the telephone survey prugréﬁS. For the period in which iﬁ-&éﬁtﬁ Stﬁéy pro-
gram records were examined (December to April), the monthly rate varied
ééﬁéiééiibiy, from a low of 0.6 percent in April to a high of 2.1 percent
in éaﬁuéfi; The average dropout had been enrolled for 114 days, and one-
third of the dropouts were enrolled for three months or less.

Family mobility is the main reason for dropping out (accounting for

about half of ali dropouts), but programs also reported reasons relating to

family needs for full-day care and parents being unable to get their chil-

dren to the program consistently. Some of these families might be

retained, according to the programs surveyed, if certain changes were made
such as providing more transportation, providing more social services, and

lengthening the program day:

conclusions:

Attendance rates in Head Start programs remain low in comparison

with the 85-percent guideline, but it is an issue that programs take

seriously and make concerted efforts to deal with. Children who are

more frequentiy absent come from families at the lower end of the
income distribution ard from families with more problems. Family -
mobility accounts for about half of all dropouts, but the other half

of these families might be retained if programs could f ovide addi-
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tional services or lengthen the program day. Since families who
have the greatest difficulty with attendance are the neediest of the
low-income population in a number of respects, it is likely that
attendance would become even more of a problem if higher proportions

of the enrollees were the "most needy."

Implications:

s Programs may need additional resources in order to make the effort

required to ensure attendance rates above 85 percent.

85 percent attendance may be an unrealistic goal for programs serv-

ing multiple-problem families.

P e ——%

summarized in this Executive Summzry and described in depth in the Final

Report provide detailed answers to these questions. At the risk of

oversimplifying, brief answers are given here.

1. 1Is Head Start reaching only those children and families who are
easiest to reach?

No.__Although-there is wide variation from program to program, there
is considerable evidence that intensive outreach and recruitment
efforts are used by many programs to recruit the most needy families.
and that at a number of sites a large proportion of the eligible popu-
lation_is being served: Recruitment strategies that create more direct
contact with potential families (such as door-to-door canvassing) could

be used more frequently than they are; however.

2. Do present Head Start services conform to the existing needs of the

target population?

Somewhat. Many programs_have tailored their offerings to meet the

perceived needs of the families in their comunities. There are indi-

cations, however, that_some families leave the program or decline to.

enroll-in the first place because they do not see the program as meet-

ing their particular needs.

3. How is need defined?

Programs set criteria based on family income as the most important.

factor, but they also define need in terms of such factors as family

problems, handicapping conditions, and heaith problems.
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4.

5.

How can attrition rates be reduced and average daily attendance be

increased?

Since half of all dropouts result from family mobility, there are
1imits to what programs can do to reduce attrition, although programs.
believe that more families could be retained if additional services or
longer program days could be provided. . High absenteeism occurs_in fam-

ilies with multiple problems and the lowest income levels:. _In other
words, by serving the most needy families, programs increase their _

chances of having attendance problems. Absenteeism might be reduced if
programs enrolled families that do not have the kinds of problems that
interfere with regular attendance, but this would create obvious incon-
sistencies with program goals. Dropout rates might be reduced if pro-

grams re-examined the options offered in 1ight of the needs of families
in their communities.

By fi11ing the slots with the most needy, would the costs of the
program increase?

Probably. There is evidence that in terms of family income and child
handicaps_there is_an attempt to enroll _the most needy. Most programs,
however, define "most needy"-in terms -of additional factors; such as
multiple-problem families. _Based on judgments provided by program
staff_interviewed: for this study, it seems likely that if greater pro- .

portions of _enrollees were in the category of "most needy," there would

be a_need_for additional staff, more staff training in working with
such as staff burnout and fewer effectively coping families to serve as

role models, might also result.

should recruitment of the *most® needy be an ACYF initiative?
No. A major finding of this study is that "need” is not a straight-

forward concept. Each community has its own characteristics and each
family has its own particular combination of strengths and weaknesses
that-interact with its circumstances to create a set of needs. -Among

the low-income population there is such a diversity of "needs" that to
say only the lowest of the low-income population should be served by
Head Start is to narrow the concept of need unrealistically. The
implications of this initiative for program staffing, operations, and
costs should not be ignored. In an era of generally reduced social
services; many Head Start programs have already made cuts in areas
where they could sacrifice, such as transportation, nutritionists, and

other support staff.
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Exhibit 1

COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PAST FINDINGS ON ENROLLMENT AND ATTENDANCE

1. 25% of enrollees were overincome la.
1b.

2. Programs operated with under- 2a.

enrolled classes

2b.

3. Programs had low average daily
attendance

3b.

[T
o

Telephone survey programs

estimated that 5.0% of enrolled
families were overincome

In-depth study programs had
6.4% over income

Telephone survey programs_had
average end-of-month-enroll-
ments-averaging 99.1%, 99.1%;
and 98.7% of-funded levels- for
November 1985, February 1986
and April 1986, respectively*

In-depth study programs had

enrollments averaging 97.6% of
funded levels over the 4-month
period studied (ranging from

85.9 to 104.6%); only one pro-

gram had average enrollment.

Tevel below 97% of funded level

Telephone survey programs had
average daily attendance.of
84.8%, 83.2% and 85.5% for
November, Februiry and April
1985586, respectively*

iﬁ:dépth,siudy programs had
;Qerige daily attendance of
9.8%

*gased on 1986 PIR data as reported in the telephone survey
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Exhibit 1
(Continued)

1. Over half the grantees were out of
compliance with enroliment policy-
(actual enrollments ranged from 49%
to 109% of funded levels)

2. Over one-fourth of grantees had

average daily attendance (ADA)

below 80% of funded enrolliments;
53% were below 85% ADA

3. Program recerds may not
accurately reflect true
enrollment and attendance
rates

 Acseoncerscecacscsee

*Based on 1986 PIR data as reported in the

xxiii

la.

1b.

2a.

2b.

3a.

Average end-of-month enroll-

ments -exceeded 98% of funded

levels for the telephone survey
programs

In-depth study programs had
enrollments averaging 97.6% of
funded levels over the 4-month
period studied (ranging from

85.9 to 104.6%); only one pro-
gram had average enrollment
Tevel below 97% of funded level

Telephene survey programs had
average-daily attendance of
84.8%, 83.2% and 85.5% for _
November, February and April
1985-86, respectively*
In-depth study programs’: -

attendance ranged. from 56.4%

to 92.6% of funded enrolliment;

the average was 79.8%

Telephone survey did not

examine records

In-depth programs were. found to
have numerous errors_in their
reports on enrollments, atten-
dance and dropouts

telephone survey
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Exhibit 1
(Continued)

Head Start was primarily sa.

serving children and families at
the -upper levels of the poverty

range 4b.

Head Start enrollment was -not 5a.

ethnic_mix of the community: --

minority groups were overenrolled. 5b.

and White families_ underenrolled in

relation to their proportions in

the poverty-level population

28

xxiv

Telenhone survey did not
examine this issue

3 of the 9 in-depth programs
had more than 40% of theiw
families with incomes under
54;966799? _year; on the aver-

age; 27% of enrolled families
had_incomes below: §4,000; -43%

were_receiving public assis-
tance; across the in-depth
study sites; median family

income category averaged.
$5,400-6,400, compared to -
$9,700-10,700 for waicing list
families

Telephone survey did not
address this issue

There was some discrepency
in 5 of the 9 in-depth study
sites, with minorities over-
enrolled and White families
under-represented; - in three of
those sites, however, minority
families had lover income
levels than White families



1
PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Current estimates are that the national Head Start program is serving
approximateiy 18 to 20 percent of the children who are eligib]e according

to the poverty guidelines A number of studies have been conducted in the

enrol lment efforts, the characteristics of enrolled children and families
in comparison with the total eiigible popuiation and possible ways in
which more children and families could be served. ﬂdne of these studies,
ﬁaﬁééér; has inciuded a nationally representative sample of Head Start pro-
grams and communities on which to base its conclusions. The present study
was planned to provide a more thorough investigation of these issucs than
has previously been possible.
In its report and recommendations for Head Start in the 1980’ s the

Fifteenth Anniversary Head Start Committee (1980, p 34) identified the
principa1 challenge facing the program as one of "how to respond to
changing demographics and serve more of the eligible population whiie at
the same time protecting program quaiity This study of Head Start

services for the most needy children among the Head Start eligible

popuiation and providing the most benefit for them.
’ 0 g (Aevr 1984) specify that

most disadvantaged homes;' and that special emphasis shouid be placed on

recruiting and enrolling from and coordinating with other agencies which

are serving only some of the chiidren’s needs' (p; 53). Furthermore, when

evaluated with the Administrative’ Self-Assessment/Validation Instrument;
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programs must demonstrate that they have a system for ensuring that (a)

sufficient numbers of handicapped children are recruited to contribute to
the state wide goa] of no less than 10 percent, (b) children enrolled are
between the age of three and compu]sory school age, (c) enroliment prefer-
ence is g1ven to cﬁiidren from the poorest families, and (d) family income

is documented Regarding enro]]ment, programs must (a) ensure full enroll-

attendance falls below 85 percent of enro]]ment;

Recruitment and envoliment practices vary widely From program to
program, although there is little systematic information on the extent of
this variation. In terms of recruitment, there are programs that launch
fu]] sca]e efforts inc1uding a community needs ana]ysis fo]]owed by such
activities as door-to-door canvassing of 1ow=income neighborhoods, radio
and TV announcements, notices in laundromats, newspaper articles and
referra]s from other agencies Other programs are able to fill their
enrolliment slots simp]y by waiting for "walk-=ins." In terms of enro]]ment,
there are variations in income 1eveis of the families actually enrolled,
ages of children accepted whether sib]ings are given preference, and so
forth. Nationai'and local po]icies regarding program options create
additional variations. For example; asff'-asy programs are less attractive
to sing]e parent working fami]ies than full day programs

"enrollment practices within the last decade, though the studies are
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somewhat dated. Ten years ago the Comptroller General (1975) identified

three administrative problems in Head Start operations:

Grantees were serving ineligible families;

Programs were operating with under-enrolled classes; and

o Programs had low average daily attendance.
In identifying these problems; the Comptroller General had surveyed a small
sample of programs diring the 1973-74 school year. The study found that
some 25 percent of the authorized enrollees were children from non-poor

families. (ACYF guidelines permit 10 percent of enrollees to be above
income.) In these programs, two-thirds of the ineligible families exceeded
the eligibility Tinit by $1,000 or more. Furthermore, it was found that
' programs either did not have adequate procedures for verifying family
income or Eﬁéy misiﬁiérﬁiétéd the eligibility guidelines. In some
grantess, according to this report, there was no systematic selection of
the most economically disadvantaged families.

A decade later, the Office of Inspector General issued a "program

inspection” report (01G, 1984) based on a two-year study of 57 grantees.
Some of the key findings were the following:
e Over half of the grantees were out of compliance with enroliment

policy (monthly actual enroliment ranged from 49 percent to 109 per-
cent of funded levels);

funded enroliment, and 53 percent were out of compliance with the 85
percent regulation;

Over one-fourth had an average daily attendance belcw 83 percent of-

Program records may not accurately reflect true enrollment and
attendance raies; .
Head Start was primarily serving children and families at the upper

levels of the poverty range; and ‘

of the community, with minority groups overenrolled and white
families underenrolled in relation to their proportions in the
poverty-ievel population.
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In 1978 there was 2 maJor expansion effort Wwithin Head Start. This

was, in part an attempt to reach more of the under served and unserved

areas within states and communities: Fo11owing this effort, there were
sti11 wide variations in te extent to which programs were serving eligible
children. Although nationa]]y the program serves on1y about 20 percent of
the e1igib1e children, it is not known to what extent the 80 percent (about
2 mil]ion chi1dren) represent unserved children within e existing Head Start
program catchment areas or comp]ete]y unserved communities and qeegraphic
aréas on the basis of a 1981 GAO report (Comptro]Ter General, 1981), it
is known that there is wide variation among states. The fo11owing

figures taken from that report illustrate the extreﬁes (from 9 to 67

percent) in the percentage of e]igib]e children served (for the ten states

which received the 1argest fund allotments for fisca1 year 1977):

Puerto Rico 9% Iorth Caro1ina 17’
California 14 Pennsylvania 18
Florida 14 Nlinois 19
New York 14 Ohio- - 2l
Texas 14 Mississippi 67

There have been severa] years of expansion since 1977 aimed at serving
more children, and in fact there are indications from the present study
that the percent of the e1igib1e popu]ation served has increased in some
sites (see Chapter v).

titt]e is actua]]y known about the differences between the served and
the unserved Head Start- e1igib1e popu]ation but what evidence there is

suggests wide variations from community to community In the 57 programs

children and the distribution of persons under the poverty Tevel in the

communities served: A]though 29 percent of the Head Start children were

White, 54 percent of the poverty -level population was White; 39 percent of




'the Head Start children were B]ack and 26 percent of the poverty Slevel
population was B]ack, 26 percent of the Head Start enro]]ment was Hispanic

and 17 percent of the poverty level population was Hispanic:

In 1980 the Fifteenth Anniversary Head Start Committee report suggested
that the proportion of working parents is somewhat Tower among Head Start
fam11ies than among the low-income families not served. And the GAO
studies cited above lead us to infer that fami]y income maj be higher among
the enro]]ed fami]ies It is, of course, very likely that the families
that are most negative]y affeeted by poverty, i11 health and poor housing

program services on tﬁeir own, and, therefore, are those for whom special

recruitment efforts are needed.

:7”::7 B oIl

There are severa] ways in which the issues of this study can be

described. The baS1c policy issue, however, boils down to the f6116Wing5

How can the Head Start program ensure that:

1. Local programs W1]1 provide sgz;jsgs to the max imum number of

ehi]dren and families possib1e7

2. The chi]dren and fami]ies served wi]] be those who most
need the program?

3. Those 1 needing and receiving services will most hgng£11

from the program?
The Administration for Ehi]dren, Youth and Fami]ies is concerned with six
po]icy questions that this study was designed to address
1. Is Head Start reaching only those chi]dren and fami]ies

who are easiest to reach?

2. Do present Head Start services conform to the existing needs of

the target population?
3. How is need defined?
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4. How cah attrition rates be reduced and average daily attendance be
increased?

5. By fil]ing the slots with the most needy, wou]d the costs of the
program increase?

6. Shou]d recruitment of the "most" needy be an ACYF initiative?
These po]icv questions represent four types of study efforts. The

first three questions primari]y required the co]]ection and ana]ysis of

ways in which programs define "need." Question 4 seeks recommendations,
based on an ana]ysis of information gathered Question 5 required the
study to make estimations of the impact of possibie changes in enroi]ment

practices The last question is a po]icy issue for which the findings of

The task of gathering, interpreting and reporting information was

carried out within the context of the nation‘s most comprehensive and most

enduring program of services for ch11dren and families. This context
required sensitivity to the nature of the Head Start program. Head Start
has traditiona]]y maintained a phi]osophy supporting local program options

its community. At the same time; the nationa] office has recognized the

need for nationa] standards of service and qua]ity In deriving recommnend-

‘ations for recruitment and enrollment, therefore; this study must be sensi-

tive to this tension. We believe that recruitment and enro]]ment practices
can be designed so that 1oca1 options are still feasible; and that suffi-
cient controls can be built into the procedures so that national po1icy is

not thwarted in the name of local variation: This may mean, for example,
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that there should be strict guide]ines or requirements for conducting com-~
munity needs assessments, but that local programs be qiven 1eeway in decid-
ing which areas of need to focus on.

A second concern is the context of 1oca'l community services for
children and families. There are a large number of agencies operating at

the state and 1oca1 1eve1s W1th very little coordination among them: This

necessary mix of direct service and referrals and to conduct their needs
assessments; it is also impossib]e for national guidelines to dictate

particuiar pittérns of service provision == the program services that are

effectsg of any recommended changes in recruitment and enroi]mentf Many of
the recommendations that could conceivab]y derive from this study cou]d
have significant effects on program Operations and costs: For examp e, a
raising of income- e1igibi1ity guidelines wou]d increase the number of eii- |
gib]e chi]dren, pBSSibiy having the unintended 51de effect of serving fewer
of the poorest fami]ies New recruitment procedures might mean that staff
wou]d need training in their impiementation If more vigorous recruitment
efforts lead to over- recruitment and 1onger waiting lists, then programs
would need heip in dealing with potentia] adferse community reaction to the
frustration of families being recruited and then not receiving services.

Finaliy, it should be pointed out that even though this study focuses

on recruitment and enro]]ment some of the purposes may not be achievable

simply by altering recruitment and enroliment standards or guideiines For
example, child and fami]y dropout rates might, in part be a function of
scheduling conflicts between working sing]e-parent fami]ies and a grantee
that provides only a part-day program. In addition to changing recruitment
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practices; therefcre, it may also be necessary to suggest alternations in
some basic programmatic features of the program. This shculd only be done

with a clear understanding of the potential impacts of such siuggestions for
national Head Start B&Tiéi. .

A major concern throughout this study has been the concept of "need."
Need is typically defined in terms of family income, as when the adminis-
trative SAVI judges programs on whether enroilment preference is given to
children from the poorest” families. The Head Start Performance Stan-
dards, nowever, express the requirement in terms of seeking out children

from the most "disadvantaged® homes, where the definition of disadvantaged

is 1eft to local discretion. It may be in terms of income, but it alss
could be interpreted in terms of other factors; such as the nature of the

chiidren’s handicaps, the health status of the parents, parents’ level of

education, -the child’s level of social or cognitive functioning, and so
forth.

As §£ipék, Valentine and Zigler (1979) have éaiﬁtéé out; "poverty
Jevel® is an arbitrary cut-off point; not an index of actual need, and

“economically disadvantaged children are not a homogeneous group of defi-

cient children in need of a single type of intervention program" (p. 489):
Because of the policy implications for this study, it is worth quoting
further:

Many disadvantaged children, like their more affluent middle-class
peers; have perfectly adequate homes and are in no serious need of
any compensatory or preventive program. Some need medical
attention or special educational help; others just need opportuni-
ties to interact with peers. Some handicapped children, rich and
pocr, need an_intensive program from birth through age eight and
beyond. _In fact; many economically advantaged children are in

need of some kina of special attention. -Ideally, Head Start
should_be tailored to the individual needs of the child. Thus it

is important from a programmatic standpaint to base the program )
content on the uniqua characteristics of the populations being served
(Stipek, et al., 1979, p. 489).
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A similar difficu]ty exists when we attempt to understand the term
hiﬁgfii in the statement of che basic po]icy questipn of the study
Benefits can also be objective or subjective and can uiffe. depending on
who is judging them The singie parent with four children under the age of
six 1iving in inadequate housing with minima] space and amernities may per-
ceive a tremendous Benefit in having her twe older children participate in

a center experience for three hours a day The program'e education coordi-
un1ess these chi]dren demonstrate signi?icant gains on stendardized mea-
sures of school readiness.

In either case, the only way in which policymakers can take potential
benefits into account in making decisions about altering recruitment and
enroliment standards is on the basis of predicting from known circumstances
what the benefit is likeiy to be. Staying with the above example situation

far 5 npnent; bne cpuid make a decisisn on whether to énrpii tﬁésé iwa

mother’s attention for that time period), (2) the decision could be based
on a prediction that the children’s health and nutritiona] status wi]] be
imprpved through mea]s provided by the program; and at the same time the
mother will be able to allocate her limited resources to provide better
nutrition for the younger children; (3) if a preschool screening test were
given as part of the enroliment procedure, and if these children scored
particularly low, the decision might be to enroll them on the prediction
that Tow=scoring children will gain more by the end of the first year than
children with higher initial scores (Collins, 1983). As this example

A



iilustrates, policymakers must be aware of the alternative definitions pos-

sible for the terms "need" and "benefit" before making decisions about ser-

vices.




i1
STUDY METHODS

The methods used in this siu’ay répresénf a ﬁéiaing 6? the stréngths of

detaiied information on a small number of programs and a 1arger -scale te]e—
phone survey to obtain some of the same information on a nationa]]y repre-
sentative samp]e of programs The in- depth study combined qua]itative and
quantitative methods, but re1ied most heavi]y on qualitative methods. The
te1ephone survey was more quantitative In addition to providing comp]e-
ﬁentiry tecﬁni&ues 6? information §athering and ana1ysis; the two proce-

The case studies were conducted first, the informatien contained in those
in;depth interviews was analyzed, and this Eipérience used to design te]e-
phone survey questions that were able to focus on the important issues for
which programs would be most 1ikely to have information available: The
procedures used in both parts of this study are described in this chapter.
At the outset of this study principal investigators of ten ongoing
studies were convened to discuss possibilities of co]]aboration or data
sharing A synopsis of the discussions held and information about those

stiudies are included in Appendix D of this report.

The in-depth study, using 2 samp]e of nine programs, was designed to
follow methodo]ogies used successfu]]y in a number of previous Head Start
studiés Qualitative methodo]ogies have gained increasing acceptance in
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ticular phenomena, in this case factors related to recruitment and

enrol Iment.

o= é _ & _ R
The sites selected for this study were Head Start grantees or delegate
aééﬁeiég ﬁm Head Start programs were considered for inclusion éicept the

o1d delegate agencies that became a new grantee witﬁ the Iatest expansion,
and any programs experiencing management' proB]ems (or otherwise deemed

inappropriate for inclusion by the regional of?ice)

avai]abi]ity of information on recruitment and enrollment practices in dif—
ferent types of sites Thus, it was important that the in- dépth study
sites provide maximum diversity on various factors that might affect infor-
mation avai]aBi]ity. It was also 1mportant to identify and select varia-
tions along factors that are potentia]]y related to recruitment and enroll-
ment practices, pér se. Thus the procedure for selecting case study sites
was to samp]e grantees in such a way that the total sample would represent'
diversity on a number of variables that might be re]ated to information

The basic purpose in se]ecting a sma]] samp]e of nine programs was to

choose programs that wouid ref]ect wide variations on the factors that might

purpose is not statistical representation, as the te1ephone survey 's is, but
representation of a range of issues. In presenting the case for the value

of case studies, Green and David (198¢) have made the fo]]owing point:
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The sample represents the population adequately to the extent that
it_allows_the cross-site analysis to take into account all the
reasonable and relevant combinations of contextual conditions that

83).
Discussions with ACYF staff indicated that there are at least eleven

variables that describe "reasonable and reievant” conditions that may re-
Jate to information availability and to recruitment/enrollment practices.
A1l of these variables, with two exceptions, wers obtainable from the Pro-
gram Information Report (PIR) data file maintained by ACYF. For the first
exception, percentage of eligible children served, a printout prepared by
ACYF (;Eéiﬁté Assigned to Counties Based on Need for Service,” Jily 2,
i§§5) was used to provide estimates of the percentage of eligible children
served within the county in which each program is located. For the sezond
exception; presence of state mandated pre-kindergarten programs was
obtained from a state survey compiled by Morado (1985).

The principal goal in selecting the in-depth éiééy sites was to obtain

a sample that represents the desired diversity on each of the eleven samp-

ing variables. In most cases the desired diversity refiects the actual

— |

distribution of Head Start grantees on these variables: In some cases,

however, the desired distributien is a function of other considerations,
e:g:; certain types of programs are of greater interest than oihers.

Listed in Table 1I-1 are the eleven variables that wers used in select-
ing Head Start grantees for the case study phase of this study, along with
the levels of each variable used in selecting sites. After considering the

frequency distributions of grantees for each of these variables and discus-
sing the relative importance of certain types Gf pragrams, RMC Research and
ACYF staff joistly determined tie desired disteibution of the nine case
study sites on each variable. These frequencies ars shown in Table II-1.
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o TABLF II 1
3ELECTION VARIABLES FOR IN-DEPTH STUDY SITES

, - R NUMBER _NUMBER
VARIABLE LEVEL DESIRED OBTAINED
Program qug] : Standard Eul] Day 1 1
(Type of Proéfim) Standard Part Day 1 1
Dotuble Session 1 0
Home-Based 1 1
Variations 1 0
Mixed 4 6
Type of Agency Communityfgggion Agéﬁéy (CAR) 4 .
School System 2 3
Private/Public Non- Profit 3 2

Geographic Region Northeast (HEW Regions I and II) 2 2
. Mid/Southeast (III and IV) 3 3
Midwest (V, VI and VII) 2 2
West (VIII, IX and X) 2 2
Pregram Size 50 lQQ 2 1
(Funded Enre'l'lment) 101-200 3 3
201-400 2 1
Over 400 2 4
Area Served Urban 3 3
Rural 3 4
Mixed 3 2
Racial/Ethnic Over 60% Black 2 1
Composition Over 60% Hispanic 2 0
Over 60% White 2 3
Mixed (no group more than 50% 5 5
Attendance Rate  85% or ove 5 5
Under 85% 4 )
Dropout Rate Less than 15% 2 6
15-25% 5 3
Over 25% 2 0
Average Age of  Less than four 2
Children Served Four 5
Over four 2
Percent of Eligible 50% or more 4 6
Children Served Less than 50% 5 3
State Mandated Location in state with .
Preschool Program  mandated program 4 4
Location in state without . -
mandated program 5 5




In order to se]ect nine sites that would come closest to matching the
above distributions on each of these variab]es, the fo]]oW1ng three-step
procedure was emponed* Firstf a11 Head Start grantees were sorted into
categories representing the six different program miodels. Next, one of the
mode] categories was selected at random and a grantee was selertad randomly
from that category. The third step introduced Judgment as eight addi-
tional grantees were selected from the other model categories such that the
distribution of all nine sites on each samp]ing variable corresponded as
c1ose1y as possible to the above desired distributions.

This procedure was implemented using a printout of a file that con-
tained no grantee identification other than the PIR identification number:
Sites were se1ected on1y on the basis of their characteristics with respect
to the above eleven variab]es After the sample of nine sites was
se]ected; nine lists of additiona] grantees were generated to provide sub-
stitute” sitas for each of the origina] nine Each additional site in any
giuen list had the same (or very similar) characteristics on the eleven
sampling variables as the sampled site for which it was a substitute
Thus, if one or more of the sites in tne original samp]e had to be omitted
due to the exc]usion criteria discussed above, a substitute site was avail-
ab]e from the appropriate list. As the numbers in the "obtained" co1umn
show, the §alected programs provide a fairly good match with the desired
distribution. A]] program models are presented aﬁaag the selected pro-
grams (see Tab]e IV-2 in Chapter IV) but no programs were selected that
were on1y doub]e sessions or oniy variations in center attendance The
intention to select sites with predominant]y (over 60 parcent) one
racia]/e*hnic group was not 0 stccessful because there were so few pro-

grams that met tﬁat criterion as we]] as others (e g.; size) Similarly,

the intended distribution of programs by size was only approximated, and




the fina] sample contained a larger proportion of programs with more than
400 erro]led ehildren than was intended. The match on dropout rate and
percent of eligible ehildren served was not perfect because the actual data

dropout rates were found to be 1awer than expected)

Data Collectjon

After the study’s information needs were théreughiy reviewed with ACYF,
interview questions were formulated and the most likely sources for
obtaining the information were identified. Questions were then organized
into either interview forms or other data collection forms. The contents
of al1 the data collection instruments are described in Appendix C. The

in-depth stidy instruments included the following:

-- Head Start Director Interview
-- Recruitment Staff Interview

Policy Council Representative Interview
-- Bther Childcare Agency Director Interview

-- Family- Records Revieu L
-- Waiting List_ Family Records ReView

-- Program In?ormation Update

-- Informatjon on Enrolled Children and Families

-- Information on Waiting List Children and Families

In addition, three forms were developed to coilect more detaiied
iaformation on attendance and dropouts. These were submitted monthly by
the nine in-depth study programs.

Once the candidate sites were selected, RMC Research telephoned the

Regional Offices of those sites to discuss the study with the regiona]

director and/or the program specialist and to seek further information




that would permit selection of the final nine sites. After site selection
was fina]ized the directors of the nine programs were contacted by
te]ephone and the site visits scheduled. The program director was asked to
identify potentia1 respondents, inc1uding the social service coordinator,

those responsib]e for recruitment and enrol]ment and members of the policy

council or committee. Information on other ehiidcare agencies in the com-

munity was also obtained as possiB]e sources of information on community
needs.

A two-day training session for site visitors was held in October 1985,
The training session began with an in-depth discussion of study purposes,
questions and issu’es, fo'i'iowed by a ;am; 55& discusston of Head Start

and enro]]ment This ensured that proaect staff had a common understanding
of the purpose of the study and ‘the major questions and policy issues to be
addressed This a]so provided a basis for understanding the conceptua]

framework of the study, the variations that might be anticipated at differ-

present themse]ves to site investigators Site protocol procedures were

discussed to ensure that site visits uere carried out with a conSistent

approach and undérstanding' A11 interview protocols and site visit proce-

dures were discussed and staff participated in role piaying of interviews
to deepen their understanding of the interview questions and to identify
any prob]ems with the way these questions were presented.

After the initial telephone contact with the Head Start.Progran Direc-
tor, a 1etter was sent that summarized the conversation, inc]uding the time
for the site visit who the site visitors will be and he potentia] respon-
dents Three site visits were conducted and that experience reviewed with

AEYF before the other six programs were visited.
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A typica1 schedule for the site visits was as fo]]ows

Bay 1, morning Head Start staff orientation
Meet with grantee Executive Director
Mterview Head Start Directar

bay i; afternoon Eenc]ude Head Start Director Interview -
Review community needs assessment, recruitment
materia]s and related documents

Day 2, morning Work with Head Start staff on tabulating
enrolled and waiting 11st child and famiiy
data
Interview staff responsibie fer recruitment

Day 2, afternoon Interview parent on policy counci]/eammittee

knowledgeable_about. recruitment and enro]]ment

Visit Head Start Centers

Review notes and identify gaps in information

Day 3, morning Interview staff of other childcare a agencues

serving Head Start eligible families

Visit Head Start Centers

Day 3, afternoon COBtihUE interviews wjth;othgrfagengies
Follow up leads for other sources of
. information -
Assist Head Start staff with compiiing child
& family data

Day 4, morning Review information for possible gaps and take
corrective -steps as needed to fill gaps _
Meet with Head Start Director to "debrief"

After the site visits were completed, analysis and case study writing
began:. Preparing the individual case stnay reports according to a standard

outline constituted the within-site ana]ysis éatﬁ dﬁantitatiVé Aata from

Appendix B). This within site ana]ysis and writing was comp]etea By tﬁe

RMC Research staff person who had conducted the on-site interviews, and
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then reviewed for consistency by the In-Depth Study Coordinator and the
Project Director.

Cross-site éﬁéiyéié was conducted by creating site-by-question matrices
on which the responses by each site to each interview question could be
entered. This facilitated the cross-site comparisons. Once the informa-
tion was organized, the comparisons drawn and the analysis written, it was
reviewed by the individual site visitors to ensuré that misinterpretations

or misrepresentations had not inadvertently entered into the analysis. The

results of this cross-site analysis are found in Chapter IV.

- 7: I :ﬂ, Z,v, .
After preliminary analysis of the nine in-depth study programs was
completed; the telephone survey instrument was designed. This section
describes how the sample for the survey was selected and how the informa-

tion was collected and analyzed.

The universe of 1,901 Head Start programs in the continental United
States was stratified by geographic area and program model: The Rumber of
respondent units in the universe and in the corresponding proportional number
for the sample in each stratum for the planned sample is shown in Table

II-2.

W
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R ,,,Table II 2 N
SAHP&INE FRAME FOR TELEPHONE SURVEY

!Jnive:;g ample
, ) Geographic Area 7Geographic Area :
CAA 427 297 724 17 12 29
School 232 144 376 9 6 15
Erivate/ ) o o B : - --
Non-Profit 411 144 585 16 6 22
Other 95 151 246 3 5 10
Total 1,165 736 1,901 37 3% 716

The potential respondent universe contained all Head Start programs
that submitted a Program Information Report (PIR) for FY 1985 indicating
that they were either a grantee whicn direct]y operated a program or that
they were a delegate agency

There were two stratification variables for the samp]ing ije of
ﬁgenéj (Item 4 of the PIR) and Area Served (Item 5 of the PIR). Type of
Agency inc]uded four categories (1) Eommunity Action Agency; (2) Schoo1
System; (3) Private; Non- profit Agencies, and (4) A11 Other. The "other"
category included a very small number of loeal governments; Indian tribes
and singie-purpose agencies: Area Served consisted of two categories (1)
Urban checked; and (2) Urban not checked: (Programs were allowed to check
as many "Area Served“ choices as appiied in FY 1985: the distinction
sought was between urban and non-urban programs, and this definition best
approximated that distinction )

The probabi]ity of samp]ing any program from all of these eight strata
was equa] to the total number of programs samp]ed (76) divided By the tota]
number of programs in the potentia] respondent universe (the samp]ing

frame) Samp]ing was accomplished by proportiona] allocation -- a11ocating

the number of programs to be sampled to the different strata in proportion
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to the total number of programs in each stratum. For example, since 22
percent (427 out of 1,901) of the Head Start programs in the sampling frame
are Community Action Agency programs that checked "Urban® as the area

served, then an effort was made to draw 22 percent of the sample (17 pro-
grams) from that stratum.
The actual selection process employed systematic sampling as an

approximation of random sampling. . Specifically, all programs in the

sampling frame were sorted by Type of Agency and Area Served. Then, after
a random start, every 25th program was selected (i.e., the total number

of programs in the sampling frame divided by 76).

The experience of the nine case-study interviews was used to develop
the féiéﬁﬁéﬁé sirvey instrument. The basic development procedures were the
same as those followed in developing the case study interviews, and involved
the %aiiaaiag steps:

o Identification of specific questions from the case study interviews;

Re-wording of questions as necessary to facilitate administration in

telephone format;

e Design of procedures for training interviewers;

o Try-out of telephone fntarvieving procedures on a small sumple of

"typical” respondents, not from the survey sample pool;

o Submission of draft interview forms and procedires to ACYF For

review and approval; and

o Revision and finalizing of telephone survey instruments.

The telephone survey interview forms were completed and approved by
ACYF by the middle of February 1986 and then submitted for OMB clearance.
Since OMB clearance was not received until June 1986, the first mailing to
the sample sites was made at a time when programs were beginning to close
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down for the éﬁﬁﬁé?f Although some iﬁtéiviéis were conducted in August,
the bulk of them were completed in early September Three trained inter-
viewers conducted all the te1ephone interviews, wﬁich averaged 99 minutes
in length.

A two-stage process was followed for the survey data collection.
First, each program samplad was sent a letter explaining the purpose and
importance of the survey and out]ining the types of information that would
be sought. In the case of questions that required the respondint to review
program records (e g , attendance rate for a particu]ar month), the respon-
dent was to]d in advance that these specific questions wou]d be asked so
that he/she cou]d obtain the information prior to the te]ephone interView

OFf the sample of 76 programs, one was in the process of being defunded
so was not interviewed on the advice of the regional office, and another

refused to participate Because of 1ack of time The fina]_samp1e thus

consisted of 7{ programs (see Chapter III);

SRR
For each item on the telephone interview frequency distributions and
descriptive statistics were generated (see Appendix A). In addition,
crosstabulations and Chi-square tests were computed for the categorical
variab]es to examine relationships with type of agency, progrim mode1
offered and area served (urban - rural). Ana]ysis of variance or t tests

were computed for continuous variables (e.q., size of waiting 1ist). These

N

N
!
O



ux
FINDINGS FROM THE TELEPHONE SURVEY

In August and September 1986 a te1epﬁone survey was conducted with 74
grantees and de1egate agencies. The samp1e of 74 was selected according to

a stratified random sampiing approach so that programs operated by differ-

inc1uded in the sample in proportion to their frequency of occurrence among
he l 991 programs submitting a 1985 Program Information Report (PIR).

This chapter presents the findings from this survey. After reporting
background information on the sampie programs, findings relating to commu-
nity needs assessments; récruitment strategies, referrals, enroliment, and
attendance and dropouts are discussedf For convenience of presentation,
vay. The survey form can be found in Appendix A, showing the response
Frequencies for the total sampie AnaIyses were conducted to investigate

whether there was a relationship between survey responses and three major
program features -- program model (fu11 day, part-day, mixed; other);
agency type (CAA school, other), and area served (urban, rural). When the
Chi- square statistic was significant at the .10 1eve1, a difference is
reported here under the assumption it may have potentia1 practica1 impor-

tance for the program.

The 74 programs samp1ed for this study were funded to serve a total of
22,709 children: Their actua1 enroiiment of 25 417 children was 112 per-

cent of their tunded Tevels. Fourteen of tbe programs also enrolled an

additional 2,455 children who received fu11 Head Start services but who
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were funded from non-ACYF sources:
The racial/ethnic composition of the enrollment of these 74 programs

was as follows:

White 396 percent
Black - 44.3 percent
Hispanic 12:9 percent
Asian/Pacific Islander - 2.4 percent
American Indian/Native Alaskan 0.8 percent

The tab]e be]ow shows the distributicn of programs by program mﬁd§1(s)

offered, type ef agency operating the program, and area served by the pro-

gram. All 74 programs served 4-year -0lds; 68 also served 3-year-olds; and

59 also served 5-year-olds. Ten programs included children under age three

TABLE 111-1
DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRANS INCLUDED xn SURVEY SAMPLE

Urban Area
. - ,,Program Hodel S

Full Part Double Home Variations Mixed Total
. Day Day Session Base in Ctr Att
Agency Type

10

CAA 1 2 2 0 2 3

School 1 8 1 0 2 1 13

Other 1 3 1 0 1 3 9

Total 3 13 0 "5 7 32
Rural and Mixed Areas

CAA - i 4 0 2 2 11 22

School 2 1 0 1 0 3 7

Other 1 2 1 0 3 6 13

Total 6 7 1 3 5 20 42
A1l Areas 9 20 5 3 10 27 78

in their enrollment figures and six 1ne1uded 6-year-olds. §ixiyanine pr&grans
(i.e.;, 93 percent of the samp]e) enro]]ed chi]dren who were in their second

year; The total second-year enrollment for the sample programs was 5,299
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or 23 percent of the programs’ funded enrollment: (17:7 percent 6% the

second-year children were enrolied for less than six months.) Twenty-three
pereent of the programs included third-year chi]dren, but the total number
was on]y 103 chi]dren (1ess that one-half of 1 percent of the total funded

85. percent respectiveiy, when ca1cu1ated as a percent of total funded
enro11ment. Ca]cu]ated as a percent of end-of-month enro]]ment the aver-

age dafiy attendance was 85.6, 84. 0 and 86.6 percent for the three months

rate was 17 9 percent. Ninety-three percent of these children were

rep1aced during the program operating year, and 97 percent of the rep]ace-

ments occurred within 30 days 0n1y 6.9 percent of the total funded
Sixty- eight of the samp]e programs were able to provide an estimate of

the number of sing]e-parent fami]ies enro11edf A total of ll 573 s1ng1e-

55693&6 an estimate, the percentage of sing]e parents who were fathers was

0.9 percent.

It is difficult to obtain useful information on the communities served
by Head Start programs in a brief telephone interview. The survey did;
however, include a number of questions re]ating to the community. Programs

53
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were asked to estimate the percentage of Head Start- e1igib1e chi]dren in
their service de]ivery area who were enro]]ed in the program (item F 1)

The estimates ranged from 1 0 to 100.0 percent, with an overall mean of
42.3 pérééﬁf The highest estimates were given by programs operated by the
pub]ic schools, by full- day programs and by programs in rural areas. The

means for the dif?erent categories of programs were as fo]]ows

ot
CAA
School
Other

,f ::”i ) 7:, - :7
Full-day 48.5
Mixed 45:.3
Part-day 38.7
Other 37.2
__ ,7 ’EQ,,, -
Urban 38.8
Rural 44.8

Programs were aiso asked to estimate the percent of Head Start eiigibie
children in their service de]ivery area who are enrolled in other child
deve]opment programs (item F-2)— On the average, programs estimated this
to be 19 9 percent, and there was 1itt1e variation as a function of type of
program

Interviews at the in- depth study sites revea]ed a number of concerns
about education and childcare for young chiidren Nine statements were
formulated on the basis of these concerns and read to the telephone survey
respondents (item F-3). There was considerab]e agreement with the state-
ments that telephone interviewers read to the program respondents. The

percent of programs agreeing with each was as follows:
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There is a need for more child care services in the area 93.2

There is not enough infant care 93.2
There is not enough child care for the working poor 91.9
There 1s not enough support from private 1ndustry for ch11d -
care services 91.9
Many chi]dren are being cared for by relatives §§;i

There are not enough child care services for teen-aged parents  85:1

targe numbers of e11g1b1e families are not be1ng served 71.6
Head Start is the on]y program for AFDC parents 45.9
Practically a]] e1igib1e children are enrolled 1n a program 18.9

that offered their own assessments, 1nc1ud1ng "hot encugh services for han-
dicapped children,” "too much informal; un11censed childcare," and "not
enough after-school care.”

The interview asked a number of questions aboiit the procedures and
results of local cummunity needs assessments conducted hy Head Start pro-
grams. Head Start programs are required as part of their grant application
to conduet a eomp]ete community needs assessment evéiy three years and to

update it annua]]y Survey questions dealt with'the Fiéauéﬁey of neéds

changes programs have observed and the use to which needs assessment infor-

mation is put.

Survey 1tems A-la and A- 1b in Appendix A show the number 3nd percent of

programs conducting needs assessments 1n each of the last four years.

Eighty percent of the programs reported that they had conducted a comp]ete,

5
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formal community needs assessment within the last four years (1983 to

1986) About 54 percert of the programs had comp1eted a needs assessment

update Eleven programs (15 percent), on the other hand, reported that a
ggmplg;g community needs assessment had been done every year for the last
four years.

There was some tendency for programs operated by community action
agencies (CAAs) and other non- profit agenCies to be rore 1ikely than public
school based programs to have conducted a formal needs assessment within
the 1ast four years, although bhls Chi-square statistic was not Signifi-

Percentage of programs conducting needs assessments:

CAA (N = 32) 81 3
School (N = 19) 68.4
Other (N = 22) 90.9

The incidence of needs assessments did not differ according to whether pro-

grams were urban or rura] or according to type of program model operated

Item A-2 in Appendix A shows the types of information programs reported
usiﬁé in compiling their community needs assessments. Of the programs that
reportEd conducting a formal needs asséssment, there were six types of
information used by 70 percent or more of the programs. They are listed

below, a]ong with the percent of programs (out of the 59 that had conducted

needs assessments) responding that they used the information

Number of famiiiés below. the poverty ievei 98 3

Number of families on AFDC_ - 94.9

Number of families with preschool- age chiidren 93.2

Ethnic composition of the community 93.2
28
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Number of singlefparentffami]ies 89.§
Employment or unemployment data 89.8
Number of working mothers 71.2

Most of the information that was most frequently used would inform pro-
grams about the extent of the low-income population in their éommunity
(number of families below 569&%%; Jevel or on AFDC, employment data, etc.).
In addition, however, programs are clearly concerned with know1ng more
about the nature of their ow-income popu]ation This is seen in their
efforts to 1earn about the ethnic composition of the community and some-
thing aBout fami]y struetures (incidence of sing]e-parent fami]ies) Some-
tion characteristics such as the number of children eligible for free lunch
programs (57;6 percent) and on community charaeteristics such as the avail-
ability of subsidized daycare (69:5 percent). Very few programs reported
using information that would identify other characteristics of the popula-
tion such as the number of teenéde parents, number of handiéappéd chiidren;
or statistics on the incidence of such factors as child abuse, drug and
a]eoho] abuse or social problems. information of this nature is often more
diffieu]t to obtain in a meaningfu1 form.

Programs operated by pub]ic schools were less 11ke1y to use emp]oyment/
unemp]oyment data or information on the availability of subsidized daycare.

Percent using emp]oyment/unemp]oyment data:

EQA,W, 100 0
School 76.9
Other 85.0

Percent using information on availability of subsidized daycare:

CAA 73.1
Schuo] 46.2
Other 80.0
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Programs were asked to rank all their sources of information in terms

of usefulness in providing community needs assessment data (Item A-3). The

following agencies were useful sources of data for at least half of the 55

programs that responded to this question Tﬁey are listed in order of

average rated usefulness, with the most useful listed first: tocal

agencies, with whom programs had most direct contact, were perceived as the

most useful sources of information, with the most useful source of informa-

tion on the average being the local welfare department (50 programs reported

obtaining needs-assessment information from this source)

! !! I !!sﬁﬁlsii ,,E E i !i !!Ejlﬁg Mgin Bgn!s

toca] Wélfafeszpartment 50 1.8

tocal school district 51 2.9
Other local _agency , 29 3.0 .
Local childcare resource and = R
-referral agency - 39 3.9 .

Lgcal unemployment - office 38 3.2

State Title XX childcare 27 4.7

State licensing official - 28 5.2

The only difference found between types of programs was on their rank-
ing of the usefulness of the local unemployment:office as a source'of
information. Schools and other agencies ranked this source lower than did
programs operated by CAAs.

Since the case studies indicated that most programs have serious éitfi: -
culties in obtaining accurate and up -to-date information o» the nature of
the population in their local service area, a question was included on the
telephone survey tu assess programs difficulty in this r egard (item A-4).
Bf the 59 programs in the sample that have conducted needs assessments,
about two thirds (66 1 percent) felt that the needs assessment *nformation
they oBtained was up- to-date, was complete, and adequately described their

service delivery area. The other third of the programs felt the informa-




not appropriateTy broken down for their service area, 1ncomp1ete or that
certain types of information needed for planning were just not available.
Ten percent of the programs felt that their needs assessments were inade-
guate in all four of these respects;

Urbin programs were significantiy less 1ikely than rurai programs
to say that their needs assessment information is up- -to-date and comp]ete
(§é 0 pe ent vs. 76.5 percent) and more 1ike1y to say that it is not
broken doﬁn for their service de1ivery area (40.0 vs. 11.8 percent)
Aithough not statistica]]y significant CAA programs were more likely to

report that their community needs assessment information is up -to-date and
comp]ete than were school based programs (73 1 vs. 53.8 percent). (Ironi-
ca]]y; school systems were rarked second overa11 as being useful sources
of commaﬁiiy ﬁééag iaraéaafsaaf)

types of information that were most 1acking or inadequate Hhen asked what
types of information were not available in a useful form (item A-da); pro-

grams mentioned such diverse information as number of families below the

poverty 1eve1 empioyment/unempioyment data, ethric composition of the com-
munity, number of teenage parents and number of preschoo] age children.
There was considerab]e agreement however, that informa] Judgments of
staff parents and community members were more usefu] in p1anning Head

Start program services than the statistica] data obtained through the vari-

felt this way--see item A-S); A]i programs interviewed felt this way,

regardless of agency type, models operated or area served.
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Programs reported that there has been consideraBie change taking place
in their communities over the 1ast five years. They were asked to judge
whether there has been an increase, decrease or no change in 20 different
areas such as in the number of Head Start- eiigibie fami]ies, number of
working motﬁers, ethnic composition, and so forth (see item A-8). There
were eleven possiBie changes that at least half the respondents reported as
increases over the last five years. The community changes most frequentiy
reported are 1isted beiow, aiong with the number and percent of programs
reporting the increase* (There was no community characteristic for
which more than 12 percent of the programs reported a decrease.) About 40
percent of the programs also reported that there have been changes in the
geographic location of e]igih]e families over the 1ast five years. This
type of change can have significant effects on program costs since, depend-

ing on the extent of the change, it may necessitate reiocating centers or

providing more transportation services

Number Percent

Need for subsidized housing 64 86.5
Number of families with child abuse 64 86.5
Number of single-parent families 60 82.2
Tota} -number_of Head Start- - N
_eligible families _ - 55 74.3
Number of working mothers 55 74.3
Number of families in extreme - o

poverty - 53 71.6
Number of families with drug or -- S

~alcohol abuse 53 71.6
Number of multi- prob!em famiiies 53 71.6
Number of preschool-age children. 44 59.5
Number of children in foster care 39 52.7
Number of handicapped children 38 51.3

As might be expected there were some differences in community changes

based on area served. Rural areas were more 1ikeiy to have experienced
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in the proportions of Hispanic and Asian fami]ies (58 1 percent of urban
programs reported an increase in the proportion of Hispanic famiiies compared
to 31.0 percent of rural programs, 61;3 percent or urban programs reported

an increase in Asian families compared to 33:3 percent of rural programs):

The next 1ogica1 question, then, is, "What do programs do with needs
aSSessment information?" Item A- 7 asked if the resu]ts of community needs

assessments have been used to make any changes in the program. A]most 30

assessment information
Program responsiveness to community needs assessments seemed to depend

on the agency type, program mode] and area served, although only in the

latter two cases were the differences statistically significant. As seen

be]ow, 50 0 percent of school-based programs reported that program changes
were not needed; whereas about two-thirds of CAA and other types of
agencies reported making changes based ¢n their community needs assess-
ments. Full- day and part day programs were more likely to report changes

being unnecessary, and mixed ‘iodel and other programs were more likely to
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have made program changes.: Rural programs were more likely to have made
program changes than urban programs.

The percent of programs reporting on program changes made because of

their community needs assessment was as follows:

Program Program Prograr:
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percent of all respondents) reported making

three or more of the changes listed: The most common changes are listed
below, along with the number of programs reporting having made each thange
and the percentage of the 45 programs which reported making changes.

Nature of Change @~ Proarams

Percent

Hired staff with different skills 27 60
Changed enrcllment criteria 26 57.
Changed educational approach 20 : 4.
Established a new center 19 42;
Changed hours of operation 19 42,
Added another program option - 19 42.

‘Moved a center to a different location 14 31.

NN N 00 00D
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of the 19 programs tﬁat reported adding a program option, 10 added a
home-based option; 3 added variations in center attendanee 2 eaeh added
double sessions and a Tocally designed option, and 1 added a part-day pro-
gram (1 did not indicate which option was added). A1l of the 10 programs
adding a home:based option were rural or other non-urban programs: Urban
programs were more likely to have added staff with different skills. Only
8 programs dropped a program option, 5 dropping home based, 2 dropping
part-day and 1 dropping full-day. There were a number of other program-
matic cnanges made By 3ost a few programs in respons¢ to perceived commu-
nity needs. These included such changes as providing adult education and
providing additional transportation.

Programs also reported using community needs assessment information in
tﬁeir recruitment Forty- eight programs (64 9 percent) reported that, based
on their commnnity needs assessments, they targeted recruitment activities
toward particu]ar groups' A]though schoo] systems were 1ess 1ike1y to respond
this way (47.4 percent said they targeted recruitment Based on needs assess-
ments vs. 71 9 percent of CAAs), the difference was not signi?icant

The groups most 1ikely to be targeted for recruitment because of the

needs assessment were as fo]]ows

Lowest income families 95.8
Handicapped. children - 89.6
Children of a particular age 85.4
Families with child:abuse 81.2
Multi-problem families 77.1
Famiiies from particular .
~_geographic area - 72.9
Families with serious medica1 e

___problems _ 72.9
Sing]e -parent familiesiif : 66.7
Families with drug/alcohol abuse 66.7
Particular ethnic groups 37.5
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The on1y program difference in the above responses was in the percen-
tage of programs reporting that they targeted families with child abuse

prob]ems on the basis of their needs assessments.

,GBA::' - 82 * 0
School 44.4
Other 93.8

To provide yet another perspective on the extent to which programs per-

ceive themselves as meeting community needs, respondents were asked to con-
sider a scenario in which they had un]imited resources and cou]d serve any
fami]ies they wanted to (item D-13). Almost two-t thirds of the programs
(62 ? percent) said they would try to enroll different types of families

if thay had the necessary resources. In describing how the fami]ies wou]d
differ from those currently enrolled, 71.7 percent said they would try to
enroll more over- income families. This is consistent with reports from the

in- depth study programs indicating increasing concern among Head S*tart pro«

grams that families below the officiai poverty level do not have a monopoly
on the kinds of needs that Head Start can be successful in meeting -
fami]ies with handicapped cﬁi]dren, and 21 7 percent sa’d they nou]d enro’

families who had more family proB]ems
The kinds of services programs said they wou]d 1ike to add (again,

under the assumption that they had un]imited resotirces to do so) includec

to be able to provide more of the service (item D-14). Among the 'ﬂther

services mentioned, the most common were programs for parents, inc]uiing
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parent eaaeam,;; 355 i;aiaias and maeéméf.é ser’v’iéesf A sUBStantiai

care or extended childcare.

Te]ephone survey responses support the conclusion that Head Start pro-

the needs of the e1igib1e popu]ation in their communities. Programs appear
to be aware of certain changes taking p1ace in their communities and large
numbers of them make adjustments in their offerings in an effort to better
meet the éhanging needs* Not a11 programs are conducting the needs
assessments that are essentiai for understanding their communities, how-
ever, and those that do are frustrated with the considerable difficu]ty
associated with obtaining re]evant, accurate and up- -to-date information.
Hany, therefore, fall back on informal Judgments informed through their own
persona] experience in their communities. Such methods of community
needs assessment leave programs open to the charge of 'seeing what they
want to see Programs perceive considerable unmet needs in their commu-
nities, and many would enroll different types of families or provide addi-

tionai services if more resources were avai]ab]e to do so.

the Head Start program; Programs operated by EAAs and other non-profit
:nencies were somewhat more 1ikely than schoo]-based programs to conduct
corumity peeds assessments, were more 11kely to perceive the needs assess-
ments as accurate and up-to-date; were more likely to target recruitment
activities toward particular groups because of their needs assessments; and
were more 1ikely to make programmatic changes (such as adding a program
option) because of their community needs assessments
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Urban programs reported more difficu]ty in obtaining accurate and up-
to*date community needs assessment information; Regarding community
enced shifts in the proportions of certain ethnic groups rura] pro-
grams saw greater increases in the number of working mothers and famiiies
with child abuse. Rural programs were also more 1ikely ihan urban programs
to have made programmatic changes (such as adding a home-based option)

becau'. « -+ pesults of their needs assessments

I . ch intervoows with the nine case-study programs revea]ed an

extensive array of strategies used by programs in recruiting families for

their programs. Know]edge of these activities was used in designing ques-
tions that would he1p te1ephone survey respondents focus on specific acti-

vities they had used within the last year; the timing of recruitment, and

the 566516 involved. These Questions comprised Section B of the survey.

Seven recruitment strategies were identified in the case studies as

reiativeiy common across programs; The telephone stirvey With 74 prograns
confirmed that these were the most commonly used strategies and that there

was no single other strategy used by more than a handful of programs. The

most common]y used strategies, in order of the percent of programs using

them, were the fo]]owing (see item B-1):

stfai gﬂgz - Darrs - > p | o ame | ng ___
CAA School Other All Programs

Bord of mouth 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Contact with,other agencies 96.9 90.0 100.0 96.0
Posters_or flyers 100.0 85.0 100.0 36.0
Newspaper ads 87.5 70.0 81.8 8l.1
Radio announcements - 81.3 80.0 81.8 8l1.1
Door-to-door canvassing 87.5 §5.0 72.7 74.3
TV announcements 53.1 30.0 45.5 45.2
B8



Thirty seven programs (50 7 percent) agreed that word of muuth was the

most effective recruitment strategy, 15 programs (20 5 percent) felt that
door-to- door canvassing was most effective, on]y 11 percent felt that con-g;
tact with other zgencies was "most effective,” and on]y 8.2 percent felt
that posters or fiyers were "most effective;" even though these latter two
strategies were both used by 96 percent of the programs

Boor-to =door canvassing was used by signiFicantly more CAA and other
non- profit agencies than by school systems, as were pos ters and f]yers

The judgmént as to the effectiveness of the various recruitment strate*ies

varied somewhat by type of agency, as follows.

Percent of programs reporting strategy as "most effective

B
g
g
E

Door-to-door canvassing 32.2 16.6 13.6 20.5
Newspaper ads - 0.0 5.0 3.5 2.7
Radio announcements 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TV announcements - 3.2 0.0 4.5 2.7
Posters or flyers 9.7 5:0 -9.1 8.2
Contact with other agencies 9.7 5.0 18:2 11.0
Word of mouth 38.7 70.0 50.0 50.7
Other 6.5 5.0 0.0 4.1

A higher percentage of school- based programs felt that word of mouth

was the most effective strategy A]though over a third of the CAA-

urban areas were a1so more 1ike1y tnan ones in rura] settings (64 5 vs.

40.5 percent) to see word of mouth as most effective. A]though these survey

contact with parents and not Just the distribution of 1eaf1ets or f1yers
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egy; Twenty three programs (31.5 percent) reported that neWSpaper ads were
"least effective,' 12 (16.% percent) reported posters or flyers to be "1east
e??ective,' and 10 (13 7 percent) felt that radio announcements were "least
effective." Programs, of course, have to use a variety of approaches in
their recriitment, including those that are not always the most effective:
Recruitment activities begin in the winter and spring for most programs
(item B-3). Forty-three percent of the programs begin recruiting in January,
February or March and 46.0 percent begin in the Apri] =June period. March-
Apri] is the period when recruitment is most 11ke1y to start in Head Start
programs; over 55 percent of the programs begin in th1s two-month period.
CAA-sponsored programs beg1n recruitment somewhat ear11er than programs
operated by public schoo]s, and rural programs Begin ear11er than urban

programs, as seen in the fo]]owing 1ist1ng of the percent of nregraims beginning

I — 06 © P E E ﬁ : . ,1’;,,443’ irf’ e 1 1 ] § : E]] Z
CAA 56.3 34.3 3:1 6.3
School 20.0 50.0 10.0 10.0
Other 45.4 50.0 0.0 4.5

o 77: 7
Urban 31.2 56.3 6.2 6.3
Rural 52.4 38.1 2.4 7.1
All Proarams a3.3 46.0 3.1 6:8

Only 4.1 percent of the prograis wait until summer to begin, although
6.8 percent report that tﬁere is no real 5oeginning,* as recruitment is a
year-long, ongoing activity. The ongoing nature of recruitment is seen

more clearl¥ in the responses to a question about when annua] recruitment

activities arc comp1eted: 32.4 percent of the programs responded that
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recruitment never enas, but is 6ng6ing Gn the other hand about a fifth
of the ﬁragiaﬁg (23.0 percent) consider their recruitment essentia]]y com-
plete by the iﬁrii-auié period and another 37:8 percent consider recruit-
ment completed by summer.

Alinost 60 percent of the programs conduct recruitment at other times in
addition to the time of the main tarust of their recruitmEEt (item B-5)-
For examp]e, one program that focuses its recruitment in the May-September
period also p1aces newspaper ads and airs radio announcements in January.
Another program does its heaviest recruiting in January and February, but
also conducts door- to-door canvafsing, radio, newsoaper and TV advertising,

Head Start programs involve a wide range of individuals in the::
recruitnent efforts (item B-6). More than 80 percent of the programs say
that psrents, teachers and aides, Policy Council members, the Social Ser-
vices Coordinator, the Parent Involvement Coordinator and the Head Start
Director are actively involved. In addition, about two-thirds of the pro-
grams involve their famiiy:serviée worker or social-service aide: (95.4
percent of the programs operating a home-based option have their home visi-
tors active]y invo]ved in recruitment activities.) Every program surveyed

in’oived at 1east four peop]e in recruitment and 73.0 percent involved

eigﬁt or more different types -7 individuals.

Conclysions

Although there are periods o? more intense recruitment activity, for
most programs the task of identi?ying Famiiies for p6551b1e enrollment into
the program is an ongoing one: A wide variety of strategies are used with
extensive involvement by a number of key program staff. Programs operated

by community action agencies are more likely to use door-to-door canvass-
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ing, and to see it as effective; whereas over two- thirds of school-based
programs find word of mouth to be the most effective strategy; overall,
word of mouth 3¢ considered to be the most effective strategy; But it is

also the one that programs have least control over -- it happens 1nd1-
rectly, as a result of the various program utt1"iti’ - and its effect1ve-
ness may be related to a number of unmeascred factors such as 1ength of
time the prooram has been operat1ng in the commun1ty, size of pi&giiﬁ in
relation to the e11gib1e popu]ation, and the pérsonalties of the staff.

The recruitment strategy that is considered most effective by the next
1argest number of programs (door to door canvassing) is also the most time
consuming and requires the greatest investment of staff nd volunteer

: resources. The fact that there is no sing]e stratecy that stands out as
‘most effective for the majority of programs suggests that there are a vari-
ety of approaches to Head Start recrﬁitment whose siccess depends on a num-

ber of local factors.

:,;,_;,17

Fost Head Start programs rely to some extent cn referra]s from other
agencies for a portion cf their enro]lment A1l but one of the programs
surveyed reported that some of their enrolled children were referred by

other agencies (1tem c- 1) The average percentage of total enrollment com-
ing through referra]s was estimated at 23 0 percent for these 73 programs
(1tem C-1a). Thc percentagé of total enro]]ment ranged from 1 to 98 per-

more than 50 percent of their enro]]ment as coming through referrals).
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Percent of Enroliment __Number and Percent

11-20% 2l 2¢

31-40% 5
41-50% 7
51-100% 4

WO N 00~
TS0 00O

Full-day 10
Part-day 19
Mixed 24.

: 33

N
—
N
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é] N i”,,,,;,,f; 23.

More than 60 percent of the programs said that referrals take priority

over other families in the enrollment process (item C-1b). (See following
section on enroliment for more details on the selection process.)
Virtually all programs reported that they receive referrals from a number

of different local agencies (item C-lcj. The most common are as follows:

Number Percent

71 97.
71 97.
69 9.
67 91.
: 61 - 83,
Daycare programs 38 52.
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Individua1 professiona]s, such as doctors and therap1sts were

progranms:
The vast majority of programs ilso reported (ha: “%sy refer families
to other agencies for childcare. ever 90 percen 5 this (item C=2).
Because the case study interviews indicated increasing concern for full-
day childcare among parents in many areas; we asked programs what thay did
to help famiiies who have sich a need (item C-3). Only 2 of the yrngrams
surveyed said that the families they deal with do not need daycare. Fast
(78.3 percent) reported that they refer such families to a daycare center
or fam11y daycare instead of @nroliing them 1nto Head Start* Other pro-
ams reported that they (a) provide transportation ts a daycar= center for
By Head Start (8 1 percent), or {(c) operate a program in coordinat1on with
a local daycare provider (8 i percent) Occasional programs have done
other tﬁings in an effort to meet the need for full-day childcare when Head
start itself does not prov*ce it. These 1nc1uded organizing a baby-sitt1ng
co-op and he1p1ng the fami]y to f)nd fin:rc1a1 aid. Only 3 programs said

that they could not provide any :clg to families who need full-day child-

care.

Referra]s play a major role in Head Start recruitment efforts,
providing a significant portion of the programs enrollment. The bﬁ]k of
referrals were reported to come from aéenéiés serving the handicapped and

agencies that typically work with low-income families, such as welfare and
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health departments For over half the programs' referrals were reported to
take priority over other families When chi]dren are being selected into the
program. A 1arge portion of Head Start programs refer families to other

agencies in order to meet the families’ childcare needs.

dren from the poorest families: According to survey responses to a ques-

tien on er~nliment criteria, family income was ranwed as the most mportant
criterion (item D-1). The mean rank of the fémiiy income criterion was

1.9 (with a rank of 1 given to the most important facicr)- In ?aet; ?amiiy
income and presence of a ch11d handicap wrre the only twe sriteria uséd Sy
all of the programs surveyed The enroi]ment criteria and the average rank
given to each are 1isted below in order of the percentage of programs using
each criterion:

L

Criterion Mean-Rank
Familyfincomef 100.0 1.9
Child handicap 100.0 2.8
Child’s age 93.2 3.2
AFDC -recipient 87.8 3.0
Family problems 86.5 4.8
Child enrolled previous year 70.3 4.8
Sibling in program 52:7 6.6

Other criteria were used by considerably fewer programs Fiftéén pérf
cent of the programs consider other chi1d factors such as 1anguage, school
readiness or foster child status; and 13.5 percent used criteria reiating
to fami]y or parent factors such as unemp]oyment training needs, and fam-
i1y size. Area of residence and whether child was a referral were factors
that were each considered by 5 percent of the programs. A1l but one of the

t
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former or present Head Start children (1tem 5-12); and 91*8 percent of
those said there was no 11m1t on the number of years that a family could
continue to enroll its chi1dren The only signi?icant differences in
enro11ment criteria as a functi.a of agency type, program mode1 or area
served were between rural and urban programs. Family income and ch11d han-
d1cap were both given h1gher priority by rural programs, urban programs
gave more weight to whether the child had been in the program the prev1ous
year.

» When child’s age was an enro11ment criterion, as it was for 93. 2 per-
cent of the programs surveyed the 4 -year-old or pre-kindergarten group was
most 11ke1y to have pr1ority; (Th1s was c1ear1y the case in 68 ! percent
of the programs who used an age criterion -- for another 17.3 percent of
these programs the priority was eipresséo as an age rangc such as "3-4,"
*i"g *“ or "3, 4 or 3'“5

About three- quarters of the programs reported that they use an enroll-

ment or selection committee when selecting families 1nto the program

Whether there was a committee or not there were renera11y severa1 differ-
ent 1nd1v1dua1s involved in the se1ect1on process The Fo]1ow1ng compares
the types of staff and others involved in se1ection when (a) there was a

selection committee and (b) there was no committee but selection was car-

yicesZParent Involvement eoordiﬁaters, for example, they are counted here

as Social Services; see footnotes):



—Involv
(a) Selection Committee (b) No Eommlttee
(N = 57) (N = 17)
Bireetof - 50;9 (2) 76.7 (1)
Social Services Coordinator 80.7 (4) 70.6 (3)
Parent Involvement Coordinator 45.6 29.4
Eddcation Coordinator 35.1 35.3
Other_coordinator(s) 17.5 23.5
Teachers 49.1 35.3
Home visitors- - 38.6 11.8
Policy_Council. member(s) 87.7 29.4
Other parent(s) 68.4 5.9
Other a&ministrativeisupport staff 22.8 29.4

When there was no formal se]ection committee, the Head Start Director
was more 11ke1y to be involved in tﬁe process (1n 76 5 percent of the pro-
grams) than when there was a formal committee (1n whiCH case Directors were
involved in 50.9 percent of the programs) en the other hand; policy coun-
ci1 members and other parents were much more 11Re1y to be 1nvo1ved in

seﬁection decisions when programs used a formal selection comm1ttee With

involved was 5.7:
Head Start programs Sponsored by pub11c schools are less 11ke1y to use

Footnotes
(1) Includes 1 Director who also serVés as Education Coordinator.

(f) Inc]udes 5 Directors who also function as Education, Paren. Involve-

ment, and/or Social Services Coordinator:

(3) Includes 4 Social Services Coordinators who also serve as Parent

Invslvement Coordinator.

(4) Inciudes 12 Social Services Coordinatorsfwﬁofa’so serve as Parent

Involvement Coordinator and 1 who functions as SS, PI, and Educa-
tion Coordinator
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selection decisions: (65.0 percent of school-based programs, 84.4 percent

of CAA programs; and 77:3 percent of other programs used a selection com-

mittee.)

Ten of the programs surveyed reported that at some time during 1985-86
they had difficulty in achieving full enroliment with income-eligible children
(item D- 3) Although this is only 13:5 percent of the sampla,— ﬁrojécting to
the total population of Head Start programs suggests that tnere may Bé as many
as 257 grantees or delegate agenC1es who are experiencing piéSiéms acnieving
full enrollment. Bifficulty in prov1d1ng transportation was cited as the
major reason: Gther reasons for the difficulty in achieving full enroliment
were puBlic school pre kindergarten programs enrolling Head Start- eligiBle
children; not enough e’igible children in the area, difficulty finding fami -
lies for the home-based option; not acting quickly enough to fill vacancies;
and a high dropout rate in a particular center.

Thirty-two percent of the programs reported unfilled slots as of January

31, 1986 and 47 percent had unfilled slots at the end of April (1tems D-3b and
D-3c). Unfilled slots represented only 0. 8% of these programs’ total funded
enroliment. Almost ail programs; however, reported having a waiting list,
both in the fall and as of April 30, 1986 (items B 7 and D- 8) A1l but one of
the programs that reported unfilled slots as of the end of January appeared to
have sufficient families on their waiting ists to achieve full enroliment, so
the reason for these vacancies is not clear:

At the two time points asked about (items D-3b and D-3c¢), school system
programs reported very few unfilled slots (mean of .4 slots per program 1n
January and 1.1 unfilled siots in April). At the two time points CAA pro-

grams had an average of 4.7 and 4.1 unfilled slots, respectively; programs
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operated by other agency types reported means of 1.2 and 2:1 vacancies for
those time points

A potentia] enro11ment 1ssue reve..ed ini the case studies was a per-
ception on the part of some programs that a number of families were recru-
1ted for the program but then declined to enroll their children for some
reason. The majority (78.4 peréent) of the te]ephone survey programs
reported izt they did sometimes recruit families who subsequently declined
to enroll their children (item D-8). Most of the time this occurred
because the families moved out of the area (53.4 percent of programs cited
this as a reason given for families declining to enroll), isut in asait a
th1rd of the programs it was also stated that this occurred because parents
did not fee] their child was “"ready" (mature enough) for a prescﬁoo] pro-

gram; The fo11ow1ng summarizes the reasons that programs reported for fam-

ilies dec]ining to enro11 their children:

Percent of Pro

Family moved out_of area: 53.4
Parent did not feel child was -

"ready" for preschool 34.5
Parent did not want to be separated - -
from-child - - 9.
Parent decided on ful] day care -

instead of Head Start 29:3
Transportation prob]ems 20.7

In only five cases (8.6 percent) did programs report that the dec1S1on

not to enroll a child was based on parental dissatisfaction with the pro-

gram option offered There were 10 programs, however, (a sizeab]e mitority
of 17:2 percent of the sampie) that reported parents not enro11ing because
they decided to enro11 their child in another program -- half of these

.specifica11y mentioned tneir desire to enroll their child in a public



Hhen asked about the reasons parents g=ve for declining to enroll their
children, a 1ower percentage (7 7) of pub]ic schoo] based programs reported
the need for full-day care as a reason (compared to 28.6 percent of CAA
programs and 47.1 percent of other agency types). Programs in urban arec:
aére more 1ikely (50.0 bé’fééﬁ’t) to state this reason for parénts declining

to enroll their children than were piograms in rural areas (14.7 percent)

There was a]so a trend for more part day programs to report parents giv1ng

cent) or other (33 3 percent) program mode]s

On the basis of the case studies it had been eXpected that there would

be more programs citing reasons having to do with the extensive paienta1
invo]vement required but cn]y two of the programs surveyed mentioned this
as an issue that might 1ead recruited famiiies not to enroll their
chi]dren. An additional 3 programs, however, men ioned that some parpnts
declined to enroll their children because the parents were not wi]]ing to
"do their part " e'g'; they did not get their children ready in time in the
morning, were not there to meet the bus after schoo], or did not follow

through with other responsibiiities; As will be seen |ater, however, more

programs reported that fami]ies with these prob]ems account for high propor-

tions of program dropouts

Head Start programs are permitted to have 10 percent of their enro]1-
ment comprised of families who are over- zincome. In the telephone survey;
the 74 responding programs reported that an average of only 5.0 percent of
their families were over-income (item D- 5), and this percentage was abou*

the same for all types of programs. In the nine case study sites where it

50 -
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3.8 percent were over- income The major criterion app]ied when accepting
over-income families was reported to be the presence of a chi]d with a hand-
icap o~ special needs (item D-6). The second most common criterion was

the existence of fami]y problems. Four oF the programs (5:4 percent)

reported that they did not enroll over-income families at all.

All 74 programs reported énéiz ‘cnéy maintained waiting lists of fami-
T1ies who could not be accommodated in the program. In fall 1985 the 74
programs reported a total of 7,134 chi]dren on waiting lists, constituting
51.6 percent of their funded enrollments (item Qf7); Th2 waiting 1ists
averaged 96.4 children per program in the fall, and declined to 79.4
children by Apri] 30, 1986 (item D-8).

In the majority of programs {55.4 percent), it was reported tnat chil-
dren are senected from the waiting list to fill vacancies By using the
same criteria that were. used for the initial selection of children in“c the
prograw {itom D-9). in a]most one-third of the programs; however, the
selection cormittee had estab11shed somewhat different criteria for accept-
ing children fros tﬁe waiting 1ist than are used for the initia] selection
process; Examp]es included se1ecting a fami]y who lived in the area
served by a particu&ar home visitor or replacing a dropout with the same
"type* of child.

If programs select the neediest fanilies; then it might be expected
that children and families on the waiting lists would be less needy in at
least some respects than chi1dren and fami]ies who are enro]]ed in Head
Start Severa] statements describing possib]e demograpﬁic differences

care study findings and read to the te1ephone survey respondents (item

73
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D-10). Only 13.8 percent (8 pr.,rams) felt that there were no real differ-

ences between enrolled and waiting 1ist families. The statements programs

agreed with most frequently were the following:

e Waiting Tist families gererally have higher incomes (or are over-

income) -- 54.1 percent agreed with this statement

Waiting 1ist families have fewer family problems -- 54.1 percent
agreed

e Waiting 1ist families have younger children -- 51.4 percent agreed

o Waiting 1ist families have fewer children -- 27.0 percent agreed

Six programs (8.1 percent) felt that the only difference between enrolled and
waiting 1ist families was that the latter applied after the pr gram was
Fally enrolled:

School-based programs gei.era!iy perceived les: ¥ a difference between
.nrolled and waiting 1ist families than other tyi- ¢ programs did. For

each of the four Statements listed above, there was a lower frequency of
school -based programs judging waiting 1ist families as being less needy.
Of the 73 programs that reported having had waiting 1ists in previous
years, almost half (47.0 percent) reported that their waiting 1ists had
grown larger over the past three years and about one-fifth (19.2 percent)
perceived their waiting 1ists as decreasing in size (item D-1la). For

approximately one-third of the programs, waiting lists appeared to have

remained about the same size over the past three years.

Programs operated by school systems had somewhat larger waiting 11sts
in the fall (mean of 110.5 children vs. 87.9 for CAA programs and 89.9 for
sthers) but smaller waiting lists in the spring (48.6 children vs. 81.3 and
éé;é ?6? CAA and other programs, réspéciivéiy). When considered as a per-
ééﬁi 6? funded éhroiimént, programs operated by héh-ii&?if and other agen-
cies had the largest waiting lists in the fall (32.3 percent of funded
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enro]]ment), school-based programs waiting lists were 27:8 pErEént; and

the waiting 1ists for CAA programs were 25.6 percent of their funded enro]]-

ments;

The most important seieetion criteria for enrolling chiidren into Head
Start were reported to be famiiy income, child’s handicapping condition and
agé; and family problems. Must programs use a selection committee for
reviewing app]ications and making the final seieetion deCisions. Whether
tation of diverse staff viewpoints in the process, but when a committee is
used it is more 1ike1y that policy counc | members and parents w111 be
invoived in the process. Schooi;based programs were less 1iRe1y to make
use of forme- committees in the selection process

Gniy 13 5 percent of the programs reported having any difficu]ty in

gib]e children in their service area. When families are recruited but then
decnine to enroll their children, 1t was most often because they moved.
There were some di%*erences among diFferent types of programs. CAA and
other agency types wers more likely than schools to have parents decline
because of their need for daycare.

All programs maintained waiting 195ts, and they averaged 31.6 percent
of funded earcliment in the Fall. Programs generally perceived their
aiirolTed famiiies as more needy than the waiting list Families, but schr
based progranis were somewhat less 1ikeiy to see tneir enrolled ?amiiies

more needy than their weiting 1ist fami]ies
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Regard1ess of their agency type, area served, or models offered, most
Head Start programs do not perceive themselves as having attendance proB-
1ems Among all 74 programs, 62.2 percent reported that their average
month]y attendance rate never fa]]s below 85 percent (1tem E-1). The pro-
grams who say they experience attendance be]ow the 85-percent standard
{item E-1b) attribute the proB]em primari]y to chi]d illness and the
wea her (82.1 and 64.3 percent of the programs mentioned these as reasons,
respectively). Other reasons %€ mentioned by at least 29 percent of the pro-

grams who reported low attendance included parent 111ness and fam11y prob-

1ems (32 1 percent each) and lack of cooperation from parents (21 4 per-

prove attendance, a few (19 7 percen*) would make changes in their program
to accommodate chi]dren with zctendance problems, and others (14:3 percent)

would use the tactic of over enro]]ment to deal with the attendance prob

the families whose children are aBsent a 1ot (i e., more than 15 percent of
the time) and those families whose chi]dren have higher attendance rates
(itEm E=2). The differences reporteu By the greatest number of programs

were the following:

54 82



eharacteristics ofﬁFamiiies With Percent gf:prpgréﬁ;

Reporting
Mu}tip]eiprobiem fami]y 74.3
Lower family income 58.1
Single-parent .= 54.1
Unemployed parent(s) 51.4
Receiving AFDC. 50.0
Live further from centzr 35.1
Working parents . . . . 'h.2
A particular ethnic group 16.°7

As might be expected, greater family stress (muitipi:-probiems; Tower

income, sing]e parent, unemployment) appears to be associated with ch11d

absenteeism. In fact 17 percent of the programs reported three or more

these characteristics as distinguishing the famiiies nith high absence
t

rates: The fact that parents are working does not seem to contribute to

poor attendance (except in 16 percent of the programs). Neither absentee

rates nor characteristics of fam11ies Hith high absenteeism were a function

of agency type, program mode] or ireas served.

In an open -ended question, programs were asked how 1ong a chi]d is kept

on the rolls when there is a prolonged; unexcused absence (1tem E- 3)

Almost 90 percent of the programs would not keep a chi]d for more than a

month with 40 percent reporting that they wou]d keep such a chiid on the

rolls for no more than two weeks Most (78'2 percent) of the home-based
proqrams reported that they wou]d ai]ow up to four missed home visits

before dropping a fami]y

Hore than four-fifths (83 1 percent) of the programs said that a 555-

1onged unexcused absence would be the major condition that would lead them

to initiate termination of 2 chi1d from the program (item E 5) The factor

1eading to termination among the next 1argest number of programs was refus-

als by parents to participate in parent involvement activities or to coop-

erate with otﬁer program requirements (21 6 percent of the programs gave

these responses) Bniy 3.2 percent of the programs reported that they
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nould ﬁévér %érﬁiﬁsié a child: In interViews w1th the in- ucp‘h study pro-

grams, however, it was found that programs rarely drop a child.

E:, ,:;;::,,:! -

Dropout rates (about 15 percent per year) are about thé same for all
types of programs in the sample There are a wide vériéiy of reasons for
families dropping out of the Head Ste t program, however, and it is quite
likely that some of the more subtle gries will rever be completely under-
stood Nevertheless, an understanding of these reasons is critical to any
effort at coping with the problems of turnover 0n the basis of the in- depth
study interViews, it was felt telephone survey respondents would be able to
tell us what they believed to be ..é reasons for dropouts (item E- 6) The
overwhelming maJority (9877 percent) : the programs reported th: amilies
drop out because théy move out of the program s service area. ¢t wore,
90.5 percent said that this was also the m -a reason for dropouts from the
program bnlv ten Bréérsné iié*? percantj; nowever, said that moving was

the gﬂlx reason for dropping out. The reasons, in order of the percentage

of programs raporting them, were as follows:

Reaﬂn;fﬂr—_ﬁamﬂ:l;‘.:&&eeuﬁ
Families moved away 98.7
Parents needed full-day care- 63.5
Parents were unable to get their -
“child to program consistently 50.0
Parents decided-child was-not o
matiure enough for Head Start . 37.8
Parents dissatisfied with program option - 17.6
Pa@énts_oyerburdened by parent involvement -
requirements - - 17.6
Parents felt Head Start not enough -
1ike "school: . - 10.8
Transportation problems 4.1

The need for full-day care has appeared in other ways in this study,

and shows up here as the seeond most common reason given for families drop-




ping out of tie program in that a large percentage of the programs reported
that this is a reason. There were no programs, however, who said that the

need for "i11-day childcare was the gnly reason families drop out, so the
rea<ns for dropouts are more complicated than the above 1ist might indi-

i, From the ,rograms’ perspective, Family mobility is the major reason
ror dropouts (in only 3 programs -- 4:1 percent -- was the need for full-
day care cited as the main reason for dropouts); and this is clearly a fac-
tor that is beyond the programs’ controi.

The following differences were found among programs in the percertage
citirg reasons for family di.~auts.

° ééﬁﬁﬁﬁitj;iciiﬁﬁ;aééﬁtiés “Bre. more iiﬁé1§:f§ §§j;iﬁ§i;§§F§§§§ o

decided their child was no* mature ~nouzn for Head Start (56.3 per-

cent of CAAs reported this vs. 25.0 vercent of school programs and
22.7 percent of other programs;.

Cids. we-s more 1ikely to say parents were dissatisfied with the'r

program option (23.1 percent, compared with 5.0 percent of school

programs and 13:6 percent cf others).

o Programs operzting mixed and other models were more 1ikely to find

that parents were unable to get their child to the program consis-
tently (63.0 and 64.3 percent, respectively, compared with 41.7 per-
cent of part-day programs and 11:1 percent of fuii-day programs).

¢ Hixed-model progrizz were more likely to report that parents were _
dissatisfied with. cthe program option the child was enrolled in (40.7

4.2 percent of the part-day progrims and 7:1 percent of other
models). . '

percent reportad this, compared-with none of the full-day programs;

The last finding may suggest that programs with multiple Eqaé1§ (the "r.ixed"

programs) are not sufficiently using their diversity in program options to

meet family needs. On the other hand, in a single-model program where

there are o other options, parents may be less likely to voice d’ssatisfa-

ction -- there is no other option for them to consider with the Head Start.

Most (83.8 percent) of the programs felt that the reasons for families

dropping out have not changed over the last ‘hree years (item E-7).
Twenty- five percent of CAAs reported that the reasons have changed whereas

e 89



only 10.5 percent of school programs and 4.5 pereent of other agency iypes

reportea that; Hhen programs reporte& that the reasons have changed the
need for fu]l;day childcare.

The interview explored the differences in the characteristics of fami-
lies who drop out and those who remain with tie orogram (item E-8). Only 2
progr 1S fe]t there were no real differenaes between those who have aropped
out and those whe have stayed in the program Among the 72 pragraas that
aould describe difforences, there was no one fami]y characteristic that
éoﬁid be said tr pELrivE huv dropouts differ from the others Rather,

there seemed to br a earo.)ation of family characteristics The most common

Chara"teristigs of Fami]ie' Hho Percent of Programs
— Drop Qut Reportina
Mui‘iple-prob]em family 58.1
Uneusployed parent(s) 55.4
Lower family income 51.4
Single-pareat 44:6
Receiving AFDC - - - 41:9
Living further from center 35:1
Working paremt- . . . 23.0
From one particela: ethnic group 18:9
Two-parent family : 18.9

Comparing this Tist with the cisiaéié;isiiéé of réﬁiiiéé with high
absenteeism, it can be seen that the same ones top the list -- multiple-
prob]em families, unemp]oyment Tower income and s1ng]e parent status. In
other words, there is every indication that the needier fami]ies are the
ones who have the greater difficu]ty benefit-ng fram Head Start either

because of their absenteeism or because they drop out before receiving the
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(compare1 with 16. 1 percent of EAAs and 10 5 percent of other programs

reporting this) Another agency difference was that more CAAs (54 8 per-

agencies)
There were three differences related to area served:

Percent Percent

Ei:!; - !: — :I ,!: i: :':E :E:' R 7! - !!]:bgﬂ R”ral
Dropouts are single-parent families 70.4 35.0
Dropouts are receiving AFDC 63.0 35.0
Dropouts are unemployed 44.4 72.5

of their families. In the teiephone survey programs weiz a k d about three

possible actions -- changes that might help prevent families from dropping

out' adopting a parr;cu.ar program option or options, and taking family or

child needs into account when enrolling children in a particular program

mode] (where more than one option is availahle)

llew up to the questions on why and what type of Families drop

> |

out, programs were hed what change or changes they could mate to help
keep these families in the program (item E 9) Thirty four programs (45 9
percent of the sample) responded that no change would make a difference in

retaining dropouts. 0f course, if the predominant reason for drOpping out

is moving out of the area, here is little a program can do. The rest of

the programs, however, felt that some change might make a di{ference. Of

these 40 programs, half would try ’?0V10 ng more transportation, 90 T

hours of 6peritioh Ey lengthening the program day Most of the programs

who felt lengthening the day would aid retention were part day programs

s 87



Gccasionaiiy programs mentioned other rhanges such as modifying the program

changing the educationai approach (7.5 percent) or changing the 1ocation of

a center (2 5 percent)

The adoption of a program mode] constitutes one of the maJor decisions

a program can make for serVing the needs of the famiiies in its community

The te]ephone survey samp]e inc]uded programs representing a]] Head Start

mode]s in approximateiy the pr0portions found among the tota] popu]ation of

grantees and de]egate agencies The survey, therefore, asked programs why
they had decided to adopt their particu]ar mode] or modeis (item E- 10)

A]though a few respondents didn’t know (were not present at the time tha

dec1sion was made), most were able to give a reason that was 1ater coded

into the catego"‘ 1isted in Appendix A. The most frequent Yeasons given

re]ated to .h. programs’ desire to better meet the individuai needs of par-

ents or famia,u.. ”his was most commcn]y given (By 3.8 p» . vf pro:

grams) as the reaso: for ac opting the fu]:-dav stand 3de1, out in about

one- third of the ca es was *1so *he reason for adopting part-day, home-
based and variations in cente: attendance The most common reason given

for providing doooie sessions was to serve more chiidren, the most com-

mon reason given for adopting the home based option was to reach a specia]

popu]ation or geographic area, and the major reason for adOpting variations

in ceater attendance was to meet staff needs.

Reasons for adopting a particu]ar program option showed 1ittle vari-
ation éee&?éiﬁg to the type of sponsoring agency and area served. ﬁﬁaﬁg

programs nith a home-based option; schools and other non- profit agencies

were mora iikely to have adopted that option bec,use of pérceived community

noods than ﬁere CAA programs; Among pr09rams offeri ng a full-day option,

all the bébé?éﬁé who reported adopting this mode] because -f perceived
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parent or family need were rural, none of the urban programs reported this

reason

ered various :actors in assigning children 10 different models (1tem £-11;

By far, the most common conSideration in assigning children to differert

models was reported to be the geographic proxiMitv of the famvl/ to the

program -- 61.3 percent of the programs corsicared this when 2 Slgﬂl!f

children to different models: The full range of factors. along ~ith the

percentage of programs roneidering each is as fol.ows.

Factors ConSidered in As51gning Children Percentage of P°ograms
———to Different Models - Reporting
Geographic proximity of family to program 61;3
Child’s =ge - 32.3
Child’s nandicap . 25.8
Famiiy gpizdlems = - . : 25.8
Whether child’s mothe~ .3 working or in ' -
- -training - 22.6
Other parental needs 19.4

A1l of the programs that reported considering other parental needs when
assigning children to a program model were EAA agencies Most of the oro-
grams that said the family s guographic praximity is considered were rural
programs (77.3 percent of rural programs reported this compared with only

22.. -ercent of urban programs):

ilthough most programs do not Bé;ééieé themselves as having attendance
problems, most do expeaiente problems at some time or another, and it
appears to be the more needy families Whose children are absent most

frequently. The families whose children are absent a lot are more likely
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to be thase with mu]tip]e problems, lower 1ncome, unemp’ oyed, and rece1v~wg

AFDG; Families who drop out tend to have the same characteristics as thofe

nith high absenteeism. There were no repor ed differences 1n absentee or

dropodt rates by -rogram modeI* agency type or area served.

in §§iié 6? iié fact t that most d dropouts are due to fam11y mob111ty,

there are other 1mportant reasons such as the need for full day care and

parents beinc "nable to get their children to the proorar cons1stent15

Mixed model programs are more likely than other types to report parents

dropping out hecause of dissatisfact1on nith their p program option, even

fhough these proarams theore 1ca11y offer a chaice of options School based

-

programs are 1 ast 11ke1y to find parents dropping becaus® of Hissatisfa-

ction with the1r program opt1on. Proorams felt that such actions as pro-

vid1ro transoortatxon, more socia] ices, and 1enothen1ng the program

day nould Eeep some of these fam111es 1n the program. Pregrams *eport try-

ing to accommodate fami]ies needs 1n the way they assign chi]dren to pro-

gram models, a1*hough there may be some question as to whether real choice

is provided Parent or fami]y needs, and commun1ty needs, howeve , were

cited as the major reasons that programs adopt p»kt1cu1ar program options

1n the first place.



,7_*‘?‘:;%,” R
Head Start programs are maki ng efforts to taiior their programs to what
they perceive as the needs of the ei- *B]e population in their eommurities,

and appear to make adJustments in their o?ferings in an effort to better

meet changing needs Not a]] programs are conductiﬁg the needs assessments

that do are frustr:*ed with the considerab]e difficu]ty associated with

obtaining relevant, accurate and up-to-date information. This seems to be

less of a prob]em for rura] than for urban programs where the pou]ation is

more mob ie:

Problems ‘0 ated by EAAs and other non- piofit agenc1es are .tmewhat

iéfe 1ike1y than = 701 based programs to eonduct community needs assess-

up to ,ate, are more 1 xe]y to target recruitment activ1t1es toward partw-

cular gfaubs because of their needs assessments; and are more 11ke1y to

make programmatio ehanges (such as adding a program optioni beeause of
their community needs asse.sments Rura] programs are also more 11ke1y to
have made programmatic changes Locause of the results of their needs

assessments.

gram is an ongoing one emp]oying a wide vari e of s ateg’es Thew: zre

periods, however (particu]ar]y danuary to June wien recru’ tment activifies

are most intense. Programs operated By eahmunity u“t‘uh uﬂenci are more
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eff‘ctive strategy. Overaii word of mouth is considered %0 be the

most effective :’*tegy and is reported as used by the 1argest number of

programs, but its effectiveness is most difficult to measure and to ensuve.

Door-to-door canvassing, when it rea]]y includes persona1 contact w1th

potentia] famiiies, is extreme]y time consuming and requires a great

investment of s.aff and voiunteer resources. The fact that there is no
Singie strategy that stands out as most effective for the majority of pro-

grams suggests that there are a variety of approaches to ‘\ad Start

recruitment whose success depends of a number of local factors. The in-

depth study (Ghapter IV) illustra‘as a range of these approaches.

S DLl

Referra]s p]ay a maJor role in Head Start recruitment ef forts, proVid-

ing a significart portion of the programs enro]]ment The bu]k of refer-

rais were reported to come from agencies serving the handicapped and agen-

hea]th departments For over ha]f the programs, referra]s were reported to

take p jority over other fami1ies when chi]dren are Being se1ected into

the program; Host pi-oyams a]so refer families to other agencies when
that appears to be the best way to meet particu]a °ami1y needs for cﬁi]d-

care

E;W;;;;;;;

The most imié?iant se]ection criteria for enru]iing children intc Head
g4t : ve vomcrtad jo be fami]y income, chi]d’s handicapping condition and
R VIR p bféés; Host progtams use a se]ection committee for
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generaliy spears to be ?ésiéééﬁfét:@ of diverse staff v1ewp01nts in this

process, but when a committee is v '+ is more 1ike1y that po]icy council

members and parents will be incluced. Schoo. hased programs are less

1ike1y to make use of forma] commit ees in the se]ection process
The major reason for underenroiiment is difficulty in prov1ding trans-
portation but some programs a]so have difficulty 1ocat1ng enough eligible

children in their service area. When famiiies are recruited but then

decline to enroll their chi]dren, it is most often becaLse they move CAA

A]] programs maintain waiting 11sts, and they averaged 31 6 percent of
funded enro]]ment in fall 1985: Programs genera]]y perceive their enrolled

families as more neecv than waitirn 1ist families.

Most programs do not perceive themselves as having at:endance prob]ems,

but sti]] experience difficu]ties at some time or another: It appears tc be
the more needy families whose chi]dren are absent most frequent]y The

families whov hi]dren are absent a 1ot are more likeij to be those with

multiple problems and lower incom: - s snd & % more .iheiy to be iﬁéﬁiiéyéé

and receiving AFDC. Fami]ies who drop out tend to have the same charac-

teristics as those with high absenteeism There were no reported differ

ences in absentee or dropout rates by program mode], agency type or araa

SE?V&d

r:mi1§ mobiiiti is the main reason for dropping out but there are

other important reasons such as the need for full-day care and parents

being unable to get their children to the progiém Eonsistently Mixed-

mode] programs are more likely than other types to report parents dropping
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programs theoreticaiiy offe a choice of Options Schoc1-basea programs

with their program option Providing transportation and more social ser-

needs in the way tﬁey a551gn chiidren to program modeis, and in some cases
;c1te famiiy or community needs as the major reasons for adopting particuiar

program options in the first piaae;



v

FINDINGS FRON THE IN-DEPTH STUDY

This ¢ chapter presents findings from nine case s*udies carried out during

thé faii of 1995* By examining nine Read Start programs in considerz,

vey of 7t representative prograus permits quantitative inferences (s

Chapter III) the case studies ailow a closer look at the programs, commu-

nities, peop]e and events that underiie the numbers. This chapter inciudes

numerous examp]es of Situations or actiVities of individual programs relat-

ing to the issues of recruitment and enrollment. In addition, in the

’ smal]er nuiber of case study programs it was possib]e to collect detaiied

data in a way that was not feasible in the iarger te]ephone survey Thess
data inciude information on characteristics of waiting 1ist families and

children for drawing comparisons uith fami]i S nd children enro]]ed in the

program In- depth study information aiso provides details on patterns ot

The findings presented in this chapter re :te to a number of *ssues,

inc]uding how tne programs in the study determine what their communifies

needs are, changes in community needs that have oceurred over the past five

years, and unmet needs identified in the communities served Detaiis of

-the recruitment and enro]]nent strategies and fami]y se]ection proces,es of

famiiies enrolled uith those who remain on waiting lists are made This

chipter also examines issues of attendance and attrition as part of an ana-

1ysis of whether these Head Start Programs are serving those who have the
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greatest need for head Start. The cﬁapter conc]udes w1th a discussion of

program concerns for augmenting services in order to better meet community

and famiiy needs ThEse findings and conclusions are summarized and inte-

grated with teiephone survey findings in the Executive Summary Appendix B
contains nine ease study reports describing in detai] the findings re]ated

to community needs, recruitment and enro]]ment at each site:

Tab]es Iv-1 and IV 2 present information summarizing some of the 1mpor-
tant characteristics of in depth study programs and sites The diversity
of orogram .et*ings is 111lustrated by the information in Tab]e v-1. The

regions and inc]ude both urban and rura1 settings Some programs serve
areas with high degrees of poverty. Programs A, T and G have target areas
in which more than half the population earns 513 600 or less per year,
Whéreas the areas served by Programs B and H have 75 percent or more of
their residents earning above 513 000 per year The percentage of the area
popu]atien receiving pub]ic assistance ranges from a low of on1y 2;4 per-
cent in the area served by Program I to 31.1 percent in the city served hy

Program A. Some of the areas served have high proportions (ﬁéié than ﬁéif)

of singie-parent families (Programs A, B, H) and some have a relatively low

proportion, ie. around one in four (Programs D, E F) The ﬁééiii/éﬁﬁﬁié

make- up of the communities a]so differs, with some being predominant]y
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Income Population 69:3 57.1 32.4 254 27.1 23.6 36:0 56:4 30.0

Estimated Number of Income-
Eligible Children S . - I N
3-year-olds 2420 263 _NA 37 NA NA  NA 259  NA
4-year-olds 2680 258 2620 39 83 129 825 286 478
5-year-olds N NA 2560 NA NA NA 672 NA  NA

Enrollment in Public School - , ) 7 ) ) ) o
Program (4-year-olds) 1409 0 6 45 0 0 0 468 150

1y = urban; N = Non-urban; R = Rural (based on 1985 PIR desigration

2 Estimated only for primary age group(s) served by program; other ages are marked NA:




TABLE IV-2
PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS OF IN-DEPTH STUDY PROGRAMS

A2 B c D E F G H I

Agency Type CAA  Priv. Priv. School School CAA CAA CAA  School
Program Models Offered _ -

Full Day [ _ _ _ L) [

Part Day,;;;;:; ] L ] 9 [ ] _ [ ]

Double Sessions S ] o _ o _

Home-Based SR I 9 ° °

Variations o

Locally Designed 0pt1on s ®
Ages Served f-i 2-5 i-g 3-4 4 3 4-5 3-4 4-5
Funded Enroliment 607 444 774 1203 8 120 871 1.7 244

AVé?Eéé Actual Enroliment! 597 430 770 124 78 120 870 152 238
ﬁYérégéﬁﬁéiiy.AfféﬁdiﬂCé S S
74.4 80.2 85.1 88.5 80.2 97.3% 91.8 65.6 86.8

Rate (%)
Average ﬁ?ﬂthiy Brﬁﬁaﬁt R oL o= o= o _ _ _ _
Rate (%) 1.9 1.3 1.0 1.9 1.0 0.5 0.1 1.3 2.3
S1ze Df Haitlng List o - - = o _ = =
{Fall 1985)_ 127 72 226 44 18 32 78 0 0
Percent of Funded S SLo- o S IS _o _o =
Enroliment 20.9 16.2 29 2 36.7 22.5 25.7 9.0 0.0 0.0

Est1mated Eereent of E11g1b1e
Children Served o =

3-year-olds 3 5 NA NA NA NA NA 30 MA
4-year-olds 28 95 17 97 98 88 44 19 50
5-year-olds NA NA 10 NA NA NA 64 NA NA

1 From 12785 to 4/86 éiééﬁt E D and E, which are for 12/85 to 3/86

2 pata are based. only -on the four neighborhood programs operated by Program A that were

included 1n tﬁe in-depth study. Tota] funded enrollment of this grantee is 1,656.
3 Includes 45 funded By state preschoo] program.

0 98§

@ﬁrf. :
i . + .
AL IR AW s e L L



family income or with racia]/etﬁnic proportion The communities with high
proportions of sing]e parent families (A and H) are more 1ike1y to be

urban; the exception is Program B.

The size of the area served varies consideraB]y Programs A and C are
in areas with more than 5,000 income-eligible children in the age range

served by the program, other sites have fewev than 100 eiigiﬁie chiidren

At four sites there is a pub]ic schoo] pre kindergarten program that also

Tﬁe nine programs themse]wes represent a wide range of characteristics

and services, as seen in the data in Table IV 2 Some are operated ﬁi com-

munity action agencies, some by pub]ic schoo! systems and two by private,

non- profit organizations Some operate standard fu11 day programs, some

part day, some home-based, and some offer a mix of modeis The programs

range in size from 80 to 1 656 chi]dren, with some serving primari]y

# year-o]ds and others serving a wider age range There is also consider-

ab1e variation among the programs studied in tﬁeir attendance and dropout

rates Some are serving a very high percentage of the e1igib1e chi1dren in

context of this in depth study of a sma11 number of programs and communi-

ties, this variation makes it possib]e to examine a range of factors possi-

biy affecting the operation of recruitment and enrollment practices in Head

Start programs.

R T R

As seen in Tab]es IV 1 and IV-Z the nine in depth study sites represent
diverse ccamunities with diverse needs. Interviews with Head Start program
staff and with other community agencies provided a picture of how programs
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conduct their community needs assessments, what kinds of changes in commﬁ-.

nity needs have occurred in recent years, and how programs make use of data

from their conwunity needs assessments. Finally, this section of the report
presents evidence of the extent to which the eligible families in the

programs’ service-deiivery area are being served.

their community needs assessments. Severa] programs brought together data

from a variety of sources to form a composite picture of community needs,

inc]uding data from community and state agencies such as the we]fare

ment Security, United Way; the Chamber of Commerce, the pub11c sehoo]s, and

community socia] service and childcare agencies serving Head Start e]igib]e

families. 0ne program sent staff intu neighBorhoods where families needing
Head Start services resided and conducted its own door-to- door survey A
couple of programs, howev;r, surveyed families a1ready enro]]ed and described
their needs as indicative of the needs of those families in the community who
are eligible for Head Start.

Several programs reported that the available statistical data were
often not up -to-date since census data or periodic studies by other
agencies ware used. Furthermore, the data tended not to be broken out in
ways usefui for Head Start programs. For examp]e, data on the number of
eiigibie chi]dren were not usua11y avai]ab]e according to the presch001 age
groups served by Head Start == at 1east not for the catchment area of con-
cern to the Head Start program. Simi]ar]y, data on racia]/ethnic groups
and on the number of families below the poverty 1eve1 with Head Start-aged

cﬁiidren were not aiways available in a form useful to Head Start s’faéiaa;,

72

HM

SRS R e S s <



For this reason, some programs such as ane in rura] Hississippi, gathered

information from as many sources as possioie and patched it together a1ong
with their own door-to-door surveys of certain neighBorhoods in an effort

to come up with a rcasonable picture of community needs éne Erééiaﬁ in a

munity needs came from a questionnaire fil]ed out by famiiies as they

enrolled in the program Head Start staff felt that by examining the range

of noeds ¢* the fami]iss being servao, more accurata estimates of the

popu]ation needs could be made .han by using out-dited statisticai data on
the entire county popu'l ation. '

In addition to attempts to do formal community needs assessments, most

directors and socia] service coordinators re]ied on direct contact w1th the -
peop]e in the neighborhoods, fee1ing that their 1nforma1 networks, interac-
tions with other agencies serving needy famiiies; and everyday experiences

with the peop]e served provided them with a good indication of community

needs. For examp]e, in one 1arge metropo]itan area, the grantee conducted

a forma] community needs assessment covering the total a area encompassed by

a11 the Head Start programs it administers. Yet the local neighborhood

programs sti11 re1ied on their own networks and experiences to learn about

changes in the cosmunity that would require a program respons
In one instance a program conducted an annua] review of community needs

with its Po]icy coancii and staff In the preceding year this review iden-

tified an attendance prob]em in the a]ternate-day program, the oniy center

to which children were bused. A decision was made to move the alternate-
day program to a ua]E-in 1ocation in the neighborhood and to bus children

to a center uhere there uas a stanuard five ~day program. As a Fesuit;

attendance in the alternate-day program improved and the standard Brééraa

continded to maintain good zttendance. In other programs, because Head
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Start staff members 1ived in the community served and were active in otber
organizations there, they were aware of community issues, knew when a new

popu]ation had moved into the neighborhood when housing shortages were

Some programs are content to obtain information on the number of poverty-

1eve1 fami]ies with children under six or on the total number of chi1dren

Other programs also :nclude data on fami]y problems, number of working

mothers; number of sing]e-parent families and $0 forth— A fEN programs

also 1ook at other programs and the number of children/famiiies enro11ed

1n, for examp]e, T1t1e XX daycare or pubiic school pre- kindergarten pro-

grams.

The in depth study site visitors were asked to méké a 5ﬁa§aéﬁt about

grams In three sites, the needs assessment data were judged to contain
re1iab1e and usefu’ information In two others; site visitors rated
information as being gathered in a ra*her haphazard manner and felt commu-
nity needs assessments could have been more systematic In some ¢ sites, the
information was rated as out- of date and not indicative of the eiigibie

popu]ation current]y being served by Head Start One site was seen to re1y

most heavi]y on impressionistic data, based on hearsay and staff experi-

Egnglysign Head Ssart programs are having difficu]ty getting accu-
rate, up to-date information that is c1assified in ways Lsefu1 to them for
understanding the needs of the popuiations they serve. Few programs have

the expertise, staff and resources to conduct their own direct community




needs assessment surveys, houever, and surveying the enrolied popu]ation

does not necessariiy tell them about the needs of those e1igib1e fami]ies

who are ot being reached by the program These findings point to a need
for technica] assistance to Head Start programs in procedures for conduct-
ing community needs assessments and more rea]istic requirements concerning
the freduency and scope of the community needs assessments required by
ACYF-

ACYF shou]d a‘so consider prov1ding guidance orn the variab]es or commu-

It is not sufficient, for examp]e, for a program to know how many eligib]e
4-year -olds there are unless it also 1earns hew many are a]ready enrolled

"in other programs* Other indicators of need be51des income should be

spe]]ed out -- even within the poverty p0pu1ation there are varying famiiy

circumstances affected by housing prob]ems, family stress and so forth.

U1timate1y, ACYF also should recognize that good' data won’t automaticaiiy

solve the prob]em of understanding community needs: Even when available,

census-type data are 1imitad in the extent to which tney can guiae program

ﬁ'l anning.

In the context of community needs assessments Head Start program staff
members were asked for their impressions about various changes in their
26 community characteristics were mentioned across the nine programs The
changes reported genera]ly ref1ect increasing fami]y naeds

Bver ha]f the programs perceived increases in the number of S1ngie-

parent families, and the number of working nothers was reported as

increased in all but one of the sites. Most of the programs reported a
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change in the number of e1igib1e preschoo] aged chi]dren, some reporting

decreasing numbers and some reporting increases

Poverty was seen as becoming more severe in about half the sites This

that "the number of poor peop]e in America has increased by about 10 mil-
lion since 1978 ... and the poor are genera11y further below the poverty

line ... than they uere then." Tﬁo sites, however, found poverty becoming

iéés extreme: One of these was in the deep South where the standard of

1%6%6& 6% the eiigib’e popu]ation is stil very 1ow, and inf1ation contrib-

utes to the difficulties families have in surviv1ng even on siightiy
1ncreased wages. At two sites staff talked about seeing a rise in the num-
bers o? iworiiing poori iiﬁééé who are §ii§ﬁiiy over-income for Head §tart)
who were experfencing family stress while struggling to make ends meet.
Four sites, including two Midwestern rural areas experiencing the rurrent
farm crisis, reported increased unemployment in their communities over the
past five years

Eight of the nine in depth study sites reported a higher incidence of
fami]y prob]ems, with three saying that chi]d abuse or drug and alcohol
abuse were increasing Some respondents were uncertain about whether child
and spouse abuse had actua]]y increased or whether reporting practices had
caused there to be more attention paid to those problems, resu]ting in more
documented cases of fami]ies needing socia1 services Oniy tuo programs
reported an increase in mu]ti -problem fami]ies, but no one be]ieved that
the numbers of such famiiies were decreasing among the popu]ations served

Increased ethnic diversity or changes in the proportions in ethnic

groups in the catchment areas of the programs visited were reported by

five programs; In three instances increases in Southeast Asian refugees or
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Haitian entrants had resu]ted in specia] cha11eng an d opportunities for

Head Start programs One southern program had more Blacks moving in or

returning to the South and the counties it served whi]e White familie
appeared to be moving out: One urban neighborhood had an increase in His-
séﬁie families while others found that as Asians were moving in B]acks
were moving out.

A1l four components of the large metropolitan program in the Northeast

reported severe housing shortages and overcrowding in the apartments of
fami]ies in their neighborhoods This shortage was also reported in
De]aware. 0ne rural program covering severa] counties in the deep South

had experienced popu]ation shifts as people moved from remote rura] dwe]l-

iings to subsidized housing in apartment complexes in towns in the catch-

ment area

Other proB]ems mentioned as having increased at one or two sites were
the number of teenaged parents, the number of parents in job training

programs; the number of cﬁi]dren in foster care, the number of iii jal

a1iens, and the number of i11iterate parents These changes, whiie not as

wide- spread as those mentioned aBove, still indicated community needs that

Head Start programs had to address in attempting to serve the most needy

Conclusion: Head Start communities are perceived by Head Start staff

as undergoing various kinds of change, with the famiiies served by Head
Start beco-ing more needy, both in terms of financial needs and in terms of

fami]y prob]ems and needs for specia] services: The Head Start program

staff members intervieued were genuine]y concerned with meeting the

increasing needs in their communities and were typically frustrated by
their inabi]ity to meet a11 the needs. With the recent decline in federal
support for social service programs, Head Start frequent]y finds that it is

one of the few programs that can address a broad:spectrum of fami]y needs
. 105
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while also providing a developmental experience for children uééé siéri '

programs nevertheless must recognize that they cannot meet the needs of all

to serve: In a later section of this chapter possible consequences of

trying to serve more of the most needy families are described.

Although only one of the in-depth study programs reported ngi using the

results of the community needs assessment, programs varied in their uses of

these data, and the majority of programs found only one or two uses for the

information. l=our programs reported using the information in setting
recriitment priorities Their recruitment efforts were aimed at neighbor- 7

hoods where families needing Head Start might reside; or at particular

groups such as young single parents, certain ethnic groups, or fam.lies
with special needs (e g., victims of child and spouse abuse, multiple
problem families, or handicapped children) Four programs had identified

Start and had targeted recruitment toward them Two of these felt that the

community needs assessment was helpful in locating such families in the

community. Tio other programs mentioned targeting Southeasc Asian refugees ;

for recruitment with one reporting that its community needs assessment

data had increased awareness of refugees as a needy population

Four programs used community nieeds assessment information for program

planning Ti& of these used it to decide where to locate Head Start Cen-

ters. The program in Hississippi had changed the location of center upon

the county and considerable gromth in the number of such children in

another area.



Bne program had instituted a home based program based on the findings
of its comnunity peeds assessment Others determined transportation
schedu]es and routes in part on the basis of needs assessment data. One

program, which re]ied mostly on a survey of enrolled parents, not on]y pro-

Jected transportation needs through its survey, but also used it in p]an-

ning curricuium for the parent training component Parents were asked to

were also elicited for topics for the ciassroom curr.cu]um Another pro-

gram studied in depth the needs of its Southeast Asian refugee parents,
held cross;cuiturai training workshops for its staff; and p1anned and car-
ried out parent activities based on what they had learned about the special

needs of this group of parents

Four programs said they used community needs assessment data in prepar-
ing their funding proposal, in one instance to request expansion money in
order to serve a 1arge new group of refugee famiiies that had moved into

the area. Tﬁo of the four saw the funding proposa1 as the oniy use for its

needs assessment. One rura] program serv1ng remote farm famiiies had

learned through the parent survey, which is part of 1ts community needs
assessment. that its home-based parents fe]t their chi]dren needed more
socia]ization activities. As a resu]t the Head Start director requested

additionai funding to increase the number of center days. The other pro-

gram used the assessment oniy to comp]y nith federai regu]ations and

appeared to design it so that the findings demonstrated that Head Start was

meeting the needs of the comnunity and shou]d continue to be funded Staff
iEiBers did not feel the document was usefu] to them in program p]anning;

nor for setting recruitment priorities.

!
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Conclusion. Community needs assessment data are used in varying

degrees h§ the 6?6§féﬁ§ in the in-depth study Most programs focused on

certain types of information and certain specific uses -- plannirg trans-

portation, adding a program option, etc -- rather than employing the
information in a wide variety of ways It is possihle that with more

understandina of the potential uses of comnunity needs assessment informa-

activities: AEYF might consider disseminating examples of specific ways in

which different programs have put their community needs as sments to use

When the in-depth study programs were originally selected, there was an

attempt to obtain variation in terms of the percentage of the eligible pop-
ulation that each site was serving. Estimates from ACYF ("Points Assigned

to éounties aéééd on Need for SerV1ce," 1985) made on a county -wide basis

were considered during site selection, and among the nine sites the esti-

mated percentage served ranged from 15 8 percent to 52.4 pércént As

already noted local programs have difficulty in obtaining an accurate pic-

ture of the eligible population in their communities, S0 an attempt was
made to obtain more accurate census data for the target areas of the in-
depth study programs

Because Head Start service delivery areas are not necessarily the same
as the areas on ihich census data are available at the Tevel of detail

needed for this analysis, estimation procedures had to be followed This
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was particular]y prob]ematic when the Head Start target area constituted

only a small portion of the area for which census data were avaiiable if

the popu]ation of the Head Start target area were too sma11, then re1iab1e

census data cou]d not be obtained at the 1eve1 of the cells created by an
age-by fami]y income ana1ysis (i e., poverty 1eve1 3- 4- and 5-year o1ds):

For these sites, enumerations from 1arger geographic units (counties or

e1igib1e chi1dren in each age group, and then a strategy was se1ected for

estimating the number in the program s target area.

areas in sites A C and 1. In the six sites where the census area was

1arger than the program target area, an estimate of the number of Head

Start*e]igib]e 3- 3- or 5-year -01d children (depending on site) in the tar-

get area was calculated by mu1tip1ying the total census-area popu]ation of

Head Start e1igib1e chi]dren by the proportion of a11 3- and/or 4-year -olds

'in the target area.
As Table IV 3 shows, the estimates obtained for th1s siﬁéy differ iﬁ

most cases from the estimates obtained by ACYF when the entire county area
was used in seven of the nine sites the estimates obtained here indicate

higher proportion of the e1igib1e popu]ation being served than was the

case in ACYF's ear]ier estimates Interesting]y, the two sites in which

The estimates shown in TaB]e IV 3 indicate that prog-ams are serving

anywhere from 10 to 100 percent of the e1igib1e popuiation In six of the

the eligible population:
109
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HEAD STﬂRT ENRBttH T IN RELATION TO ESTIHATED ELIEIBLE POPULATION

o Estimated Estimated _ ACYF.
. Head Start -Eligible. - Percent - Estimate:
. Age. - Actual -__Population Enrolled in  of Percent
Program _ Group Enro]]mgjt in Iarggt Areg Head Start  Enrolled**

A 3 876 2420 36 o

3 762 2680 28 32.6

B 3 155 263 59 -

3 246 258 95 26.8

c 3 437 2620 17 S

5 257 2560 10 15.8

) 3 38 37 % -

3 38 39 97 21.7

E 4 80 a3 96 27.3

F 3 14 129 88 52.4

G 4 360 825 a2

5 430 672 64 20.4

H 3 77 259 30 |

4 54 286 19 15.8

I 3 269 478 56 27.9

* Es*imated percent enro]]ed exceeds 100 percent ThlS seems to have_.

occurred in-areas in-which there have been the greatest population changes
since the 1980 census.

** "points Assigned to Counties Based on Need for §ervice,ii ACYF, 1985




Tab]e IV-4 shows an added dimension Four of the in-depth study sites
were 1ocated in communities in which pub]ic pre kindergarten programs were
operated by the pub]ic schoo]s* In these sites an average of 50 percent of
the eligible 4-year-olds were enrolled in Head Start However, an addi-
tional 42 percent of the e]igib]e 4-year- -olds were enrolled in the pubiic
schoo] programs; so that a]] together almost all (92 percent) of the eli-
gib]e 4 year -01d children were enro]]ed in one or the other of the two pro-

grams It is no wonder that some of these Head Start programs were haVing

difficu]ty achieving full enrollment and maintaining a ﬁaiting list:. In

enro]]ed in a preschoo] program (either Head Start or the pubiic schools)
according to these estimates:

ggﬂglgsign When the numBer of Head Start e1igib1e children in the
programs’ target areas is carefu]]y estimated it appears that Head Start
programs in some communities are serving a higher proportion of the eli-
gib]e population than was B?éiiausiy tﬁought* in some areas practically
an 4-year-o]ds are enro]]ed in some program, but Head Start programs are
contending with the presence of pre kindergarten programs in the pub]ic
schonis, a phenomenon that rarely occurred five vears ago. Where this is
happening, programs may have to reeva]uate the need for Head Start ser-

_ vices in the area and perhaps consider changes in the target area, in the

ages serve , or in the program model offered

In other sites, programs are serving only a fraction of the e1igi51e

children: The case studies suggest possibie reasons for this that have to
do with ineffective recruitment strategies, failure to re- examine the pro-

gram service-de]ivery boundaries, unpopu]ar program options, or changes in

parenta] attitudes. (These possibi]ities ari'discussed in a 1ater section
, 1
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— ,TABLE IV-4 -

PRE-KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT IN- RELBIIQN,,

T0 ESTIHATED ELIGIBLE POPULATION OF 4-YEAR-OLDS IN

SITES WITH PUBLIC PRE-KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS

7Pre kindergarten Enrdllment - ;;3”_7Percent of 3

Average percent of 4-year olds served -- Head Start only: 50

Average percent of 4-year o1ds served by beth programs 92

* Estimated percent enrol]ed exceeds 196 percent This seems to have
occurred in areas in-which there have been the greatest population
changes since the 1980 census.

112

84




of this chapter dea]ing with Head Start responses to community and family
needs ) In situations in which programs are fully enro]]ed and have Tong
waiting 1ists, these figures simply mean that there are not enough Head
Start opportunities for the 1eve1 of need in the community. In these situ-
ations programs may have to re- examine their enrollment priorities to

ensure that the most needy are being served;

Head Start programs are required to serve the neediest of the eligible
Jow-income population. The in-depth study provided examples of hoi pro-
grams define the most needy and how they go about recruiting and enrol-
iing those considered to be most in need of Head Start program services:
These definitions or criteria for judging famiiy needs are described here,
fo]]oued by a review of the procedures for recruiting and enro]]ing needy
fami]ies, evidence of the extent to which program are enro11ing the
most needy, reasons for enro]]ment difficulties and data on attendance and

attrition. This section conc]udes with a discussion of what programs per-

eive to be some of the consequences that wou]d ensue were they to enroll

(2 2

higher proportion of the "most needy famiiies;

Defining "Most Needy"

Each in depth study program appears to have given serious consideration

needy of the é]igibio popu]ation; Each program had estaB]ished criteria
upon which to base decisions about which families recruited for their pro-

grams were most in need of services.
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There are four r’riteria that were most commonly used by the nine in-
déptﬁ study programs. tisted in order of their average priority, they are
as follows:

o Family income (iowést income selected first)

o Child’s age (typicaiiy priority to 4-year -olds)

é Child handicapping condition
° Number, Eysé and §EVéritj of family prob]ems
Other factors (each used by three or fewer programs); ihich increased
chances for selection, included a child being in Head Start the prev1ous

year, the fami]y having been in Head Start the previous year, a chi]d haV1ng
near a eenter, larger famiiy 51ze, being a teenage parent, and being Span-
ish speaking In most instances these factors were considered 1ess impor-
tant than the top four in determining need for Head Start services. The
fo]]owing examp]es ii]ustrate the careful way most programs approach this
In the instance of Program A, the grantee sets nine enro]]ment priori-
ties, instructing each neighborhood program to determine the relative
1mportance of these needs to the popu]ation it serves. These factors
inc]ude AFDG recipients, the worEing poor, 1inguistic minorities, po]itical
diagnosed or suspected pﬁysica] and/or emotiona] prob]ems that affect
deve]opment and education), families with specia] needs (i e. substance
several young chi]dren; adolescent parents), and parents attending school

or dob training programs

A few programs defined *most needy‘ in terms of fami]y profi]es and

86
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One urban program, for examp]e, characterized needy families as 'Type A"
fami]ies, defined as teenaged, sing]e, unemp]oyed parents who are high
needs of some sort The Sociai Services Eoordinator of that program esti-
mated that 75 percent of the program’s enro11ment was Type A families. (At
times it appeared that imp]ementation did not match the idea] == in this
case, only 3 percent of the total program enrollment were teenagers and
””1y 37 percent were high school dropouts;)

A rural program in the Hidwest which provides a EBEE-Based program in
a wide geographic area, also had a specific definition of "most needy
That program targets income-eligible #-year -olds for recruitment, but sees
Fami]y specia] needs as the fore important indicator of need for Head
stressfu] home environment, such as sing]e parent family, inadequate hous-
‘ing, isolated location, and menta] hea]th prob]ems The program director
estimated that about 30 percent of the fami]ies in the program constitute
the most needy by this definition. He émphasiied that if the program could

increased costs and additiona] staffing for his program

A multi-county rura] program in the South estimated that 92 percent of
its enrolled families constituted the most needy in terms of both income
and fami]y need for the program. The Socia1 Services Goordinator said that
because of the deprivation that fami]ies c]ose to the poverty Tevel had
experienced, even over-income families are very much in need of Head Start
and by all other definitions may be considered among the most needy. He
said, 'Our Fami]ies are sti11 of the same educationa] 1eve1, class, and

understanding of how to use resources and how to create a stab]e home"
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(whether they are over-income or not) The staff of the program feit that

a1though the program was a1ready serving the most needy, there were large

Qéﬂélﬁéiéﬁ; Head Start programs make a serious attempt to weigh a
number of factors in addition to family income when assessing famiiy needs.
These primarily include age of child, child handicapping condition and the
number, type and severity of family EroﬁiéES; Through various ways a? set-
ting priorities and describing profiles of family needs, these programs
take seriously their mandate to serve families most in need of Head Start
services The implications of these definitions for delivery of prograﬁ
services are exp]ored in later sections of this chapter As will be seen
1ater (see section on "Enroiiing the Most Needy )» measuring and documenting

Fami]y needs are quite different matters from defining the most needy.

Most of the in- depth study programs conducted annual recruitment acti-

vities that focused on identifying fami]ies for enrollment. Most of the
programs began recruitment in March/Apri] wifh a variety of strategies
fiyers, newspaper, radio; and TV announcements, letters to parents; con-
tacts with other agencies, and parents contacting their friends and neigh-
bors. Typica]]y these activities began in the spring when the bulk of the
app]ications were taken and were followed by anotﬁer surge in the late sum-
mer, especially if not an program slots had been fi]]ed in the spring

For some programs, hoﬂever, recruitment was an ongoing process throughéut
the program year. At a minimum, activities included continuing to make
contact with other agencies serving the eiigibie popuiation and continuing

to take applications for admission into the program;
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they served in order to ensure reaching the most needy families. The
Socia] Services Coordinator at Program G exp]ained that a 1arge number of
their rural fami]ies 1acked the knowledge and ski]]s to obtain the neces-
sary documnntation of the child’s birth, immunizations and family income in
order to comp]ete the app]ication process on their own. By going door-to-
door, Head Start staff cou]d reach such families and provide them With
assistance in meeting admission requirements An ear1y (January/February)
start in recruitment was necessary in this case in order to reach everyone.
Program C, which a]so does deor-to-door recruitment in target neighbor-
hoods, takes further steps to ensure that fami]y app]ications for Head
start contain the data needed to enable the selection committee to 1dent1fy
and enroll the families most in need of services: Recruitment staff mem-
Sé'rs £i11 out detailed information about the family on the sppiiéitiaﬁ
form, assist the fami]y to obtain certificates documenting ﬁiﬁdiéippéd
chi1d needs, and identify families whose children need the immunizations
and physica]s required for admission into the program Such families are
bused to soecia] immunization c1inics held at each Head Start center to

ensure that no families in need of services are placad on the waiting 1ist

because they have not met program admission requirements

needed to do so in order to achieve its funded enro]]ment level. An urban
New Jersey program also started recruitment activities in January with dis-
tribution of f1yers and carried out a door-to-door campaign in Harch and
April for much the same roason, making a registration appointment with
interested families to guido them through the process of app]ication,

including procuring the necessary documentation ‘The program was mandated
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information, and reported that in one of the communities it serves it had
identified pockets of poverty of which the city officials were unaware.
The Fami]y Service Worker, a Head Start parent herse]f felt that all eli-
g1b1e fam11ies in the program target areas knew about the program

Bétiéen the time of recruitment in the spring and the beginning of
c1asses or home visits in the fa11 most programs had 1ittle or no contact
with enro]]ed fami]ies A few programs made home visits to carry out fam-
iTy needs assessments and gather information on the fami]y social history,

and most programs said they responded to fami]y needs if called by the par-

ent for assistance during the interim period Most programs fe]t that
unless families moved from the séruiéé area, few changed their minds about

program participation during this time.

Programs were asked to rate the effectiveness of their recruitment

methods. Door-to-door canvassing, contact with other agencies that wou]d

tell their clients about Head Start (churches; welfare department; health
centers, public schools) and word of mouth were the three strategies pet-

ceived as most effective. Less effective were the distribution of posters
and f1yers, newspaper ads, and TV and radio announcements These were
deemed less effective because they tended not to reach the e1igib1e popu-
1ation for various reasons. It was often said by respondents that Head
Start e1igib1e fami]ies tended not to read newspapers, and that TV and

radio announcements either were qiven at a time when families would not be
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lies. It should also be noted that 1n some urban areas door-to-door can-
vassing was seen as somewhat risky in terms of the persona] safety of
recruitment staff. One Program attempted to overcome this problem by send-
tng staff out in teams using the Head Start van:

These ratings of the effectiveness of recruitment strateg1es were
largely based on the impressions of social service staff since fost pro-
grams did not keep systematic records of either recruitment activities or
of how fami]ies learned about Head Start Therefore, programs were not
a1ways certain how enro11ed families learned about the program or whicn

recruitment strategy resu]ted 1n the enrol1ment of a particu]ar ?amiiy’ A

enroliment to a particular strategy: Néver’the'less; during the site visits
an attempt was made to obtain estimates of the percentage of enrolled and -
waiting 1ist families who were directly recruited by the program (i.e., by
door-to-door canvassing, distribution of Flyers, etc.), the percentage who
inftiated contact with Head Start on their own; and the percentage who were
referred by other agenéiés Table IV-5 shows that, on tﬁé average, direct
recruitment methods account for the largest percentage of fanilies who

enro11 1n these programs -- 62 6 oercent of enrolled families at these pro-

grams are 'direet]y recruited, whereas 27.0 percent are enrolled through

fami]y-initiated contact and about 10 percent come through referrals from

other agencies This trend is not universal, however, with three programs

later in app]ying) are someuﬁat Tess 1ike1y to have been directly recruited

and somewhat more 1ike1y to have come through referra1 (see be1ow)
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- T iz TABLE IVrS, sl
PERCEETAGE OE ESROELED ANB WAITING LIST FAMILIES ENROLLED THROUGH
PIRECT RECRUITMENT, SELF-INITIATED CONTACT AND REFERRAL

Directly Recruited Family. Initiated Referred by

- _  _by Program : ... - Contact - - - _ .. Other Agency

Site Enrolled Waiting List  Enrolled  Waiting tistAAAAAEnrnlled wa1t1ng List
A 52.8 12.7 35.0 54.9 12.3 32.3
B 71.8 13.1 9.5 18.0 8.6 68.9
c 84.7 97.0 8.5 3.0 5.8 0.0
D 99.2 NI 0:8 Nt 0.0 NI
E 37.2 62.5 57.7 37.5 '.:52 0.0
F o 90.3 62:5 §:5 28.1 3.2 9.4
G 79.4 NI 4:2 NI 16.4 NI
H 35.7 NA 54.3 NA 10.0 NA
! 12.0 NA 66.9 NA 21.0 NA

Mean  62.6 49.6 27.0 28.3 10.4 2.1

NA = Not Applicable; no waiting list

NI = No Information Available




One site (Progran E) in which most of the enrollments cane through
family- -initiated contact with the program also reported i!hat 1ts maJor
recruitment strategy relied on peop]e with first-hand know]edge of needy
families making personal visits to talk with families about the program;
Perhaps this program considered subsequent applications from such families
as 'fami]y initiated," even though they were in response to these contacts
by the program The Head Start administrators at Program E felt that less
persona]ized strategies (inc]uding the pre- registration day at the local

school For Rindergarten, first grade, and Head Start) were not as effective

se1ves, and were un]ike]y to take the initiative in making contacts at pub-
lic events. It was also felt that there fami1ies did not have educational
: backgrounds that would incline them toward reading 1etters and advertise:-
ments.

The other program that saw family-initiated contact as the means by
m-mnmmﬂﬁmﬁﬁmmn@mﬁmﬁﬁémmﬁ&
the most effective recruitment strategy for its program: This program

served predominant]y Hispanic families who responded well to this strategy
whien p1aced great emphasis on family and community contacts and social
interaetion "Parents know when their children receive good care; and
other parents be]ieve them when they recommend the program, aééording to a
Head Start staff member This program had no difficulty fi]]ing program

slots. (lt had no waiting 1ist because children not enrolled in Head Start

were enrolled in the pre kindergarten program in the pub]ic schools unti] a

will be recruited. This particu]ar program had a racia]]ethnie group com-
position that did not closeiy match the service area at large; which might
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have resulted from the key role of personal contacts in the referral pro-
cess.

Referrals are important to Head Start. The in-depth study programs
reported receiving referrals from a variety of agencies, including the wel-
fare department, daycare agencies, health agencies, child protective ser-
vices, and so on. Estimates of the percentage of enrolled families at each
51te obtained through referrals (Table IV-5) ranged from 21 percent in Pro-
gram I (which had a cooperative arrangement with the state preschoo] pro-
in Program F (whieh appeared to have little communication with other child-
care agencies in its area and considered its coordination with other

agenéies as 'in?orma] ) Program B reported no enrollments through refer-

Across the nine sites an average about 19 percent of enro]]ed familias
came from referrals. In three of the five programs in which the comparisaen
is possiBTe, a 1aF§er percentage of waiting 1ist fami1ies came through
referrals.

The three urban programs (A, B, and I) all worked actively to achieve
cooperation with other agencies serving Head Start-eligible popn]ations
and to ensure that they were aware of what Head Start had to offer. The
Program Coordinator at Program A3 was in constant contact with other
agencies, inc]uding child protective services, welfare programs, health and
mental health programs, other childcare agencies, and the courts and 1&651
aid; She fe]t she did more phoning and outreach to these agencies than
they did to her and said, 'If I didn’ t continue the relationship, thé&
wou]dn 't pick up the phone Her efforts paid off for the program, as she
estimated that about half their enrol]ments came through referrals. When

22
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combined the four programs inc]uded in Program A received ;2 percent of
their enrolled families and 32 percent of their wait.ng 1ist fami]ies through
referrals:

Progran B gives recrultment priority to families referred through other

socia] service agencies inciuding child protective services and agencies

serving the handicapped; The staff at the Human Services office kept Head
Start app]ication forms in its office for distribution to families who
were interested in Head Start services.

Program I had 21 percent of its fami]ies referred to it from other
agencies; It kept in close contact with various community agercies and had
ietters of agreement with some of them regarding referra]s to Head Start.
Head Start staff also interacted frequent]y with other agencies in the com-
munity and at meetings of the 1oca1 affiliate of the National Association

for the Education of Young Ehi]dren Head Start staff said that about 10

dren had come through referrals. Program 1 also had an agreement with the
public schoo] pre-ﬁindergarten program whereby the most needy fami]ies were
enrolled in Head Start and the remainder taken by the public schools pro-
gram, Head Start being ab]e to offer such families services unavai]ab]e to
them through the public schoo]s program

ggnsiﬂsign Most programs devote a significant portion of the year and
considerab]e staff effort to recruitment activities. A variety of recruit-
ment strategies are used with each program reporting that it used several.
The strategies Judged to be most effective involve persona1 contact with
eiigihle families and require the greatest investment of staff time and
résaoréés Yet a num5er of programs feit that such strategies are essen-
tial if they are to reach the most needy fami]ies Recruitment strategies

are not aiways what they appear to be. Boor-to-door canvascing of neigh-
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knocking on doors and faee to-face talks with prospective families. Hord

of mouth sometimes cited as a va]uab]e recruitment method, 1is actua]]y not

control 'Spreading the word" to the most needyf

At most programs there is little contact between programs and families
between the time of app1icacion and the time of enro]]ment in the fa]]
a]though a few conduct family needs assessments or Begin providing some
social services. On the average, about 10 percent of enrollment came
through referrals. Several sites; particuiariy in urban areas; maintained
active cooperation with other agencies, and such special efforts were
rewarded by referrals of families in need of Head Start services. Since
programs collect very little information for evaluating the re1ative effec-
tiveness of the various recruitment methods used it might be helpful if
they received guide]ines on how to assess the impact of their recruitment

efforts.

cants Seven of the nine programs used a se]eetion committee to make deci-

Head Start Director reviewed the app1ications and made recommendations to

the Po]icy Counci] with input from the teachers and Social Services Eoordi-

nator. Another program director said that a1though the program priorit-

jzed the application forms according to need; it had never had a problem

%] 04



prior to this year because it could take all who applied; and thus had
never needed a selection committee
Most programs used a system of ranking or prioritizing families accord-

ing to the program s definition of the most needy, as discussed above.

value to the factors considered on each app]ication App]ications are then

highest number of noints (i e.; considered the most needy) being 551EC18d
for enrollment. The remaining fami]ies are placed on a waiting list if
they want to be considered for the program when vacancies occur.

Thus far, the experiences of th: :e nine programs have i11ustrated the
process of assessing community reeds and defining, recruiting and enroliing
the most needy. It is now appropriate to consider how effective these
programs have been in enrolling those families considered to be most needy

At the outset it must be acknow]edged that it is very difficult to
obtain sufficient information about a community to be abie to ascertain how
effective a given Head Start program is in serving the most needy families.
In the in- depth study severa] factors were examined that give indications
this issue: Some evidence can be found by examining community demograph-
icsi other evidence comes from a comparison of enrolled children and fami-
lies with those on waiting 1ists. If chi]dren and families selected into
the program appear to be more needy than those on uaiting 1ists, it may be
inferred that programs are exercising judgment and se]ecting those with

1ies with the characteristics of 1ow-incomo fami]ies with 3 to 5-year o]d

chi]dren in the community or communities served by the in- depth study pro-
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grams provide evidence that the needier families are, by and large, the

ones receiving Head Start services Table IV-6 compares the nine program

enro11ments with the populations of their respective service areas on a
number of variab]es

In terms of fami]y income, it is very clear that in most program areas,
the programs are enro]]ing families from the lowest end of the income dis-
tribution* Host dramatic are Programs B, E and G in which more than 40

percent o? the enrolled Fami]ies have annua1 incomes under 54 000. On the

per year or less. A simiiar picture emerges in terms of families receiving

pubiic assistance, with the percentage among program enrollment far exceed-

ing the percentage among the genera] pOPu]itlon' Another indication of
fami]y need, Single- parnnt status, supports the contention that Head Start
families are needier =- in al but one site the percentage of enroiied fam-
i1ies who are single- parent exceeds the percentage of sing]e parent fami-
1ies amorg 1ow-income fami]ies with 3- to 5-year-old children in the com-
Hany Head Start programs would not consider themselves to be eFfec-
tive]y serving their communities if the racial/ethnic balance of enroi]ea
children were disproportionate to the racia]/ethnic balance of the low-
income popu]ation in their community In five of the sites there appear

to be some discrepancies. Program 8 may be under- enro]]ing White families

while over- representing B]ack and Hispanic families; Program c appears

to Be under- enroTTing White families while over- enro11ing Hispanic

representing eiigibie White fami]ies, Program H appears to have a higher
proportion of Black families and a smaller proportion of White families

126



S ﬁiﬁ;&: . ,,,,i .
COMPARISONS OF PROGRAS (P) AD THEIR COMMITIES (C)” ON
SBECTH WRIALES

Porcent Earming I I R B SR R IR R
or ess o4 68| 41 71| 66 €8 |00 3 |20 78 |1 B2 | BT 79| NS Sd

Net pststans | 569 88 |35 64 |1 89 [Z5 65 |12 sa |66 w2 |72 0
Parast Fasi) ns @4 | B9 24 |34 B4 |00 20 (09 26 |69 B0 |94 64 |22 00

RaclaiZEthnic Gro el S e R Rl R -
thite /2 33 [N6 €7 |69 08 | RS 88 |96 0.6 | 67 37 |139 B | A2 &S

Black- - 57 03| 68 65| 08 67| 25 03 | 00 00 )83 66| @4 47| A5 75
Hispanic M8 52 |71 46 |02 ©6| 00 09| 00 09| 00 00|60 123 ] 65 A8

Aslan | 00 o009 15] 16 06| 00 00} 24 19} 00 121 0. 06| o0 50
Mative Aerican | 03 00| 27 29 |ns 15| 00 o0 |00 26)| 00 06} 0O 05 08 13
Other 00 13| 00 17| oo 18| 00 00|00 o00] 00 00) 00 06 | 00 00

T Camnity” refers to the program's servica area, wbether 3 simgle city or town or multiple comties. Camenity estimtes ars baszd on 1960
censis data-with the service area agproxisated as closely as possible; W most cases the “community® i3 aa area larger than the progras's

actual sarvice area. The cosparison for Program A is not considered valid because data on thess vartables were not cbtained for the entire
 program enrol lent. o ) ,
2 Commnity percent 15 percént of the Jou-incame population (fasily tncom of $11,000 or less) with 3- to 5-year old children.
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than the community at 1arge; and Program I seems to be over-enrolliing His-
panic and B]ack fami]ies while White families are less well represented in
the program In three of these sites (C G and H) the median income of the
minority fami]ies was 1ower than that of the Hhite fami]ies, indicating
that in carrying out their p1an to enro11 the more needy famiiies the pro-
grams created racia]/ethnic imbaiancesf In Program B, the median income
was the same ?or the three main racia]/ethnic groups, but in Program I the
median income of Hispanic families was $2,009 higher than the median for
White and Black fami]ies; although the medians for White and B]ack fami]ies
did not differ.

Other indications of the extent to which programs are enrol]ing the
most needy families are seen in comparisons between the children and fami-
lies enrolled and those p]aced on waiting 1ists At the in-depth study
sites both subjective impressions and quantitative ana]yses of these: two
groups of chi]dren and families ﬁere made.

dead Start staff members were asked for their perceptions about how
waiting 1ist fami]ies differed from those who were enrolled. As might be
expected most respondents fe]t that waiting 1ist families were less needy
than those who were enro]]ed and that more of them were over-income. One
program said tFat wniting 1ist chi]dren tended to be younger, another said
that the families and chi]dren on the waiting 1ist had 1ess severe problems
than did éﬁiaiiéa families. Four programs mentioned that waiting 1ist fam-
ilies had not iet provided comp]ete doéﬁﬁentation of income and chi]d
information; such as birth certificates and immunization records The

soéiii séiviééé Coordinitor in Mississippi said that many of the 1owe§t

ing and cou]dn’t get themselves together to comp]ete the necessary docu-

mentation even with assistance from the staff. This, he said, resulted in
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the program being unable to serve them and, instead; enrolling those who
qualify for Head Start even though somewhat less needy.

In addition to collecting these perceptions, program records of
enrolled and waiting 1ist children and families were tabulated and compari-
sons made on a number of variables. These are detailed in the tables that
follow. (Note that two of the in-depth study progra.s had no waiting
lists.)

Income Level (Table IV=-7). At six of the seven programs
with waiting 1ists, enrolled families had lower incomes.

Family Structure (Table IV-8). Enrolled families were some-

what more 1ikely to be single-parent and to have more children.

Public Assistance (Table IV-9). More enrolled families (55

percent) were receiving public assistance {predominantly

AFDC) than waiting 1ist families (34 percent):

o Exgloyment (Table 1-9). A number of pragrans had not kept

information on the employment status of families at all or

had not kept that information on waiting list familjes. _In

three programs, the mothers of enrolled children were less

1ikely to be working either full or part time, whereas in

two sites, the waiting 1ist mothers were less 1ikely to be

employed.

e Children’s Ethnicity (Table IV-10). At three sites, enrolled
children were somewhat different from waiting 1list children
in-terms of ethnicity. In Program A, a large urban_program
which for the most part serves ethnically diverse neighbor-
hoods, the percentage of Hispanic and Asian children. -
enrolled in the program was substantially less than the -
percentage of those on the waiting 1ist. Further, the per-
centage of White enrolled children was substantially higher
than that of White children on the waiting 1ist. Program B
also had a _higher percentage of Whites enrolled than on the
waiting 1ist; but a smaller percentage of {iispanics among
enrolled children compared with the waiting 1ist_percent-
age. In Program D, enrolled children included a lower per-

centage of Whites than were on the waiting 1ist.

Data were 150 collected on a number of other- variablas during the site

visit. It would have been interesting to compare enrolled and waiting 1ist

families on such factors as mother’s educational attainment, mother’s age,

and proportion of mothers who had been teenagers when their first child was
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- ,”,,TABLE V=7
FAHILY INCOME OF ENROLLED AND WAITING LIST FAMILIES

_ Median Income Category - T
Site Enrolled - _Waiting List _Difference
$5,000-5,999 $6,000-6,999 +$1,000
4,004,999 8,000-8,999 +$4,000
5,000-5,999 4,000-4,999 =$1,000
8,000-8,999 8,000-8,399 0

5,000-5,999 . 19,000+ +$14,000

(o TR REEES - N

8,000-8;999 18,000- 18 999 +$10,000
3,000-3;999 5,000-5,999 +$2,000
5,000-5,999 NA --

i 8,000-8,999 NA -

X & ™m m

. TABLE V-8
FAMILY STRUCTURE OF ENROLLED AND WAITING LIST FAMILIES

Percent Single-Parent Families Average Numbec of Children per Family

Site Enrolled  Waiting List Enrolled  Waiting List
79.3 76.2 2.4 2.2

71.8 i5.8 2.5 2.2
36.7 52.2 2.8 2.7
31.4 38.6 2.9 2.4
30:0 12.5 2.6 2.1
17.9 9.4 2.8 2.5

O W >

66.9 64.1 2.9 2.6
79.4 NA 2.0 NA
.2 NA 3.0 NA

[ = (1] - M Ol

I 4

N

I-Site i o
Average 47.

-~y
F -
N
'Y

~

2.7 2.4

laverage based on the seven programs with waiting 1ists.
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 TABLE V=10 - I
PERCENT ETHNIC GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF ENROLLED AND WAITING LIST FAMILIES

R Amer1c§n
- White . Black Fis anic - Asfan =~ - [Indian
Site. Em:oI'I Wait__En Lo]]_ﬁait_Enre Wait Enroll Wait Enroll Wait

ol
O

66;7 96‘ 22.4 004 ?ng 6.6

t
A 345 9.3 S5
22,2 517 555 4.8 222 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
107 6.8 5.4 78.1 8.7 0.9 1.3 27 0.9
.5 0.8 0.0 49.2 523 1.6 0.0 115 2.3
100.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0
97.6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0:0
0:0 9.3 1000  0:8 0.0  0:0 0.0 0.8 0.0

m QO M @
. [ 4 L o!
wn w o Ny

X &
o
L J
~

13:9 NA 69.4  NA 16:0 NA 0.7 NA 0.0 NA

1 2.2 NA 20.5 NA 54.5 NA 0.8 NA 0.0 NA




born (because of *he expressed concern: with increased teenage pregnancies
at some sites), but as seen by the entries in Table IV-9;, most sites did
not have thiz information on waiting 1ist fami]ies, and several were not
able tc report the information on enrolled famiisos either

to income and carefully review appiications to determine who srouid be
enrolled. Enrollment criteria in three programs included factors reiated
to ethnicity. In these cases, families from linguistic minorities were
mentioned as meeting or3 of the criteria of need addressed in the selecticn
process. Other indicators of need such as income, child handicap; and fam-
i1y problems were given much higher priority in the selection process by
all nins sites.

In genera] terms, programs appear to be su:cessful in the application
of the eriteria they estab]ish Hhen conpared to the popu]ation of chil=
among the most neeay when factors such 2s fami]y income; public assistance,
and family structure are considered. From among those families recruited,

pi&éiiﬁé féﬁa to séiéét the ﬁéé&iéi ?aﬁiiiés while ;si aéiﬁg tﬁesé ﬁith

1ike1y to be receiving pubiic assistance, and those more likely to be
employed on waiting 1ists. This is not to say there is no room for
improvement in efforts to serve the most needy. As the case studies in
Appendix B indicate, there are a number of programs that are not serving
all of the e]igibie population, yet enroll chi1dren whose fami]ies are at
the upper end of the low-income popu]ation distribution or are over-income;
It is reeognized that ehanging enro]]ment patterns might have some effect
o progral operations, s0 this issue was exp]ored with those programs and

is reported in the fo]]owing seetion
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Some programs reported dif?icoitiés or déiays in ﬁaking seiectien deci-
(and the missing data in Table IV-10 provide evidence of programs 1ack of

information about waiting 1ist fami]ies Who have app]ied for enroiiment)

the app]ication documentation requirements (as some are doing) It is also
1mportant that they have information on the fami]y characteristics related
to selection criteria that affeet se1ection decisions. Fami]ies who have

the greatest difficulty providing documentation may be among the most

needy.

Head Start Directors, Social Service Coordinators, and parents on the
Policy é&aﬁen were asked i:a jﬁdgé what the ilipact on éﬁeii prograns would
of Head Start. Even though the in-depth study programs feit that they were
making serious efforts to identify those most in need of Head Start; a L
number of them a1so felt that serving 1arger percentages of such famiiies
wou]d have nador consequences for their programs

One urban program's Family Service Worker felt that if her program
enro]]ed a greater proportion of the "most needy, more demands wou]d be
placed on the staff and either they would have to serve 2 fewer children or

increase staff and resourees The program's Socia] Services Coordinator

enotiona] problems causing then te be dangerous to others or when their
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particular type of handicap indicated they would benefit more from another
fyié of setting.

income-e]igib]e families with a 4-year~oid having either a diagnosed or
sospected haﬁdicap a; éfmmé rraa a bf-asiaﬁ family. Stai’i’ éstimatéd that
Increasing the number of such fami]ies in the program would have a number
of eonseouencesi according to the stafF- Staff Burﬁaui ﬁooid result rraa
the higher needs of fami]ies with handicapped children and stress in the
home: It wou]d a1so be neeessary to add classroom staff with specia] edu-
Eation trainingf The program a1so felt a home based option might have to
adequateiy served in a center. The resu]t of these program changes in
response to serving more of the most needy would be an increase in operat-

ing costs to provide personne1 with higher levels of professiona] training

as we]] as to provide needed specia] equipment for the handicapped

The program in Arizona had a very similar definition of the most needy
and mentioned the same concerns regarding staff burnout and higher operat-
ing costs, adding that program attendance 1eve1s would nct be as good and
that there would be a higher dropout rate. Another program that made Tow
income and speeia1 needs its selection priorities, felt that it would have
to provide more serviees, but not necessarily any new services, if it were
to have a greater number of such families enrolled. Additional training

for the entire staff might be needed and new centers might need to be added

are harﬂer to 1ocate, identify, and enro11
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teacher said it wou]d need a fu]] time person in that position and more
program staff because it was committed to continuing to pursue the program
goa] of he]ping to build independence in the families served (f there
were more fami]ies with probiems, it wou]d take 1onger to re:ich this goal,
and staff training would be needed for dea]ing with particuiar family
needs; curricu]um changes might also be necessary

A large southwestern program that current]y est: mated that it was

serving only 23 percent of the eligible population in its service area and
a program in the rural Soutk both thought they wou]d be serving more fami-
1ies (but not necessari]y different types of families) if they were to
enro]] more of the most needy. The former program felt that if more
more distant rura] areas who had no access to services

staff members interviewed at a 1arge metropolitan area grantee a]]
expressed concern about ﬁeavy impacts on their programs from serving more
of the most needy. -In anticipating the resu]t, one neighborhood program
“director said; "One family with mu]tip]e prob]ems can use up all your
resources.” She indicated that staff burnout wou]d result from having a
program full of such families: Not only wou]d staff stress increase, there
would also be a need for higher paid; more highly trained staff. Children
in the program would be affected too. A parent on the Po]icy Council felt
strongiy that serving more families with probiems would not be beneficial
to the program. She said, "It’s not healthy to have too many cﬁi]dren of
one type. If they all have serious problems, they can’t learn from each
other; : i : I wouldn’t want my kid in a program where all the kids had

problems. "
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ﬁgnglggign Host program staff who were interviewed felt that enro]-
1ing a higher proportion of the "most needy would have a negative impact

on the de1ivery of Head Start services It was fe]t this would create

fewer ro1e mode]s' of parents who are making 1t*” Sim11ar1y; concern was

The extent to which the services of a Head Start program meet the needs
of the popu]ation 1t seeks to serve inf!uences its ability to rerru1t
enro11, and retain those fami]ies for this reason, case study interview-

ers asked Head Start staff members why their current program models had

what kinds of program changes were made 1n order to better meet community
needs. Programs having diffi ’1ty meeting their funded enro11ment levels
were asked the reasons for their difficzity in ?i11ing program s1ots and
whether they felt that changes in the program would remove those difficu]-
ties. Data on dropouts, new enroliees and on att-ndance provided dei-

tiona] perspective on-how effective]y programs ure responding to community

A number of proqrams reported that they had imp]emented particu]ar pro-

gram mode]s 1n response to community needs. In some cases mode]s were

offered because of parental praference - fu]] day programs in response to
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parents in job training or working; or a]ternate-day programs in response

Programs offering home- based options aiso did so in response to community
or fami]y needs, either because of transportation difficulties or because
théy felt their families were particu]ar]y in need of training in parenting
skills:

Some programs were influenced by lack of classroom space or by teacner
pre?erence in se]ecting their program mode]s The program in Minnesota had
origina]]y adopted the home-based option because of the 1arge rural area it
classroom space previousiy avai]ab]e to Head Start had been taken over by
1oca1 education agencies, making the home-based option even more appropri-
ate z response to problems facing the program. Families and children were
assigned to different models at most programs for simi]ar reasons. If par-

ents were in training or working, chi]dren tended to be assigned to full-

day programs; if transportation were a factor; the geographic 1ocation of
the center or the area served by bus routes was considered in assigning
particu]ar options. Children in remote areas might be assigned to home-
based programs if that option were avai]ab]e

Another factor, mentioned by severa] programs in assigning fami]ies to
different options, was the chi]d's age The programs in Ea]ifornia and
Arizona, for examp]e, of fered home- based instruction to 3-year- -0lds and

center-based instriction to 4-year-o]ds In those instances, the chi]d'

need for socia]ization was seen as the reason for providing center- based
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Prog: 7 -
A number of examples of program changes made in response to community
needs have been given throughout this report. The ?oiiomg paragraphs
provide additional instances of Head Start programmatic changes made to
accommodate community and famiiy needs. They include eiampiés of stafting
changes and staff deve]opment activities, parent training, new programs and
services, estab]ishing a new center or re]ocating an existing one, prov1d-
ing more transportation, coordination with other agencies and schools,
adopting a new program option, and adjusting the target area 2 served. An
urban neighBorhood program made major curricu]um changes, added Specific

an inf]ux of Southeast Asian and EHinese fami]ies in the area it served.
Another urban program added Haitian parents to its recruitment teams because
sizeab]e numbers of Haitian entrants had moved into the neighborhood

A number of other progrim changes were made in response to family
seeds. One school-based program learned that Head Start-eiigihie parents
needed more awareness of avai]ab]e services in the community; and iroté a
grant proposa] to provide more parent education in order to address that
nééa Hentioned earlier was a program that discovered a need on the part
of the iso]ated rura] fami]ies in its home- based program for more social-
ization; and hence requested additional funding to hold more frequent "cen-
ter days" for its fami]ies In the Southwest, a Head Start program s staff
added a Spanish-speaking c1assroom aide and more varied menus of ethnic
foods to better serve the 1arge number of Hispanic families in its program

Estab]ishing a new center or reiocating a center in response to commu-

and increased in another. The program responded by ciosing the center
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where there were fewer age- e1igib]e chi]dren and opening a new one where it
was needed A Texas program added two c1assrooms in response to community
needs, and began busing families from new geographic areas to existing
centers .

Program c set some very ambitious program goals for coordination and
cooperation with other agencies in meeting a number of identified fami]y

needs: These included providing more hea]th services for fam111es not eli-

giBTe for the state’s Bepartment of Economic Security subsidy, involving

other community agencies in the ﬂeve]opment of chi]d abuse support systems,

improve their Job hunting apilities: A fourth goa] was increasing commu-
nity invoivement in Head Start through deve1oping a closer reiationship
with the local school district.

In this case also, the regional office was concerned that Program C
document the need to serve families for more than one year: (The program
had been using its home-based optioh éé a "feeder” program for bringing
high -risk 3-year-olds into its center based program ) Staff members were

convinced that a twoiyear program, in which the home visits empower parents

to be more effective in their chi]dren” education, fo]]owed by a c1assroom

effective]y meet their needs In her 1etter to the regiona] office in this

1asting change would be short sighted and potentia]]y dalaging to Head
Start.”
In some instances changes in mode] or target area served seemed indi-

cated by the situation at the sites, but programs were not respondinq
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see&faiﬁéiy For examp]e, Program B ﬁad strong indications that parents
did not like the home-based option or the alternate day program; yet they

continued to be offerEd' In other instances community demographics changed

but programs were enro]]ing disproportionate numbers of one ethnic group

Yet the program seemed satisfied with its situation and had no plans to

change its recruitment activities in order to recruit the nderserved eth-

nic groups.

Programs do imp]ement particu]ar models because of perceived fami]y or

community needs. In addition, major factors such as the chi]d's age, area

'of residence, parent emp1oyment, or training situation are considered when

assigning fami]ies to different program options Other considerations are

also brought to bear, ﬁowever, and program options are not a1ways used to

meet individual family needs: Because of difficu]ties in conducting useful

communit§ needs assessments, programs may not always perceive the need for

program changes When programs do perceive a need for program changes in

resources are available to do so. In other instances, changes in mode]

offered or target area served seemed to be indicated but programs did not

respond aecording]y

random]y selected ueek in ea*h month In addition detai]ed information
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Table IV-11 compares the funded éeﬁtei;isaseé éﬁfﬁiiiﬁéﬁt of each of the
nine case siaay Béaériis with the actual enrollment in those programs for
oéééﬁsé; i§§5 through April 1986. The average current enro'l'lment caleu-
lated as a percentage of funded enroliment for the five-month period ranged

from 85 9 percent to 104.6 percent. A1l but one of the programs maintained

an average enrollment exceeding 97 percent of their funded enro]lment for

109 percent or higher.

Table Iv- 12 includes the same information for the five programs operat-
ing home-based options The average actual enro]]ment for the five- month

period ranged from 90. 2 percent of funded enrollment to 100 percent On

In most cases enro]]ment couid be maintained at or close to the funded
levels because repiacements for dropouts cou]d be se1ected from waiting
lists. Two of the in-depth study programs had no waiting 1ists;, and the
other seven had waiting lists ranging in size from 9 to 36 percent of their
funded enroliment Most ‘rograms reported that their waiting 1ists have
gither stayed the same or grown 1onger in recent years, indicating that
in-depth study programs, with some exceptions, still have poo]s of eiigibie
families from which to fill program vacancies: Making sure that waiting
list families are income:eiiGiBTe and meet each program’s criteria for
being most needy is sometimes more difficu]t however-. There also may he
certain geographic areas within the program s service area or certain pro-
gram models in which enrollment difficu]ties are experienced, even though

the overal! picture appears satisfactory.
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A]though 1t is usefu] and neeessary, for a number of reasons, for pro-

Two sites had program options for which tﬁey had difficu]ty ach1ev1ng
full enroliment. One of these was Program B, where staff reported that
famildes in the home-based option don’t like the program and drop out.
Another program had trouble maintaining enroliment in its alternate-day
program, although it had been popoiar at one time. in both of these
instances5 staff members felt that a change in program option from home-
based to center-based or from alternate-day to five-day programs would keep
fami]ies in the program and enable them to maintain full enro]]ment

Three programs were experiencing competition with state or 1oca1 pre-
schoo] programs, which were enrolling some of the available Head Start-
e1igib1e chi]dren. In some cases it was reported that parents felt such
programs would better prepare their chi]dren for school: In some sense,
schools appeared to have greater '1egitimacy for ear]y education. In the
case of Program H this was on]y part of the prob]em This program was
also seeing an increase in mu]ti-proB]em fami]ies; and parents of those

Head Start Program A a]so reported that the extensive pre-kindergarten

progral operated by the city school district was attracting a number of
families who would otherwise have enrolled their children in Head Start:
Program I, also located in a state with a publicly fonded preschool
program, is actually operated by the pub]ic schools and has a very differ-
ent experience. Rather than competing, Head Start and the public school pro-



Head Start when a slot opens up' Fami]ies genera11y approved this transfer
becaiise of the additional services they receive when enrolled in Head Start
Program F believed that all e]igib]e families in its service area were
being served either through Head Start or the state program for spec1a1
needs chi1drenf In faet, estimates obtained for this study showed that

Head Start was serving 88 percent of the e1igib1e §-year- -olds. Th1s pro-

by the pub]ic schoo]s; ta]Ring to famiiies about the option offered through
Head Start s home based program and conducting home recruitment visits to
families who were invited to the round- -up but did not attend These home
‘visits were considered key to successfu] recruitment But program staff
members felt they were sti11 unable to reach a newly e1igib1e popu]ation
farmers who had recently gone bankrupt Staff felt there was a specia] need

for Head Start in those fami]ics because of the amount of stress they were

Program Al was short of socia] services staff and thus unable to address
itse]f as vigorous]y as v-.al to efforts at recruiting fami]ies into vacant

progran slots.

community, sometimes create difficulties in meeting enro]]ment goa]s Pro-
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gram Al, For examp‘e, reported that a number of eligible fami]ies were mov -

ing from the area because of an acute shortage of 1ow-income housing.

Average actual enro]]ment 1eve1s are ciose to (97 percent

in fi]]ing program vacancies. Enro]]ment difficu]ties may relate to a pro-

gram’s respohsiveness to community needs A]though some causes for diffi-

options, putting more effort into recruiting, or through creating cooper-
ative arrangements with other chi]dcare agencies It should be recognized
however, that certain program changes (such as reiocating a center or
adding staff) are expen51ve and require collaboration on a number of levels

-- 1oca1, regiona] and federal.

Weekly attendance rates between December and April varied widely fron
month to month and from program to program (see Table IV-11). In center-
based programs the Towest week]y rate was 56.1 percent (Program H in Janu-
ary), due to problems the program had in providing transportation that
month; the highest weekly attendance rate was 95.0 percent of the current
enroliment Tevel (Program G, April).

The avsrsga w’ééiny atténdanéé iafé for thé five tine periods saiiipi éa
for Program 6. The average for all eight center-based programs was 81.3
percent, slightly below ACYF’s standard of 85 percent. Calculated as a
percentage of funded enrollment, the averige center-based attendance was
s1ight1y lower -- 79.8 percent -- and ranged from 56 4 pe*cent at Program H
to 92.6 percent at Program D. The lowest average rate for the eight pro-
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grams occurred in January (76 3 percent); December, March and ﬁprii were

For the five programs with home based components, the percentage of

comp]eted home visits was ca]cu]ated for each of the five months between

December and April (Tab]e Iv-12). The average for all programs over the

five-month period was 90.4 percent. (The programs planned an average of
3.5 visits per family per month and completed 3:2.) The range was from
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ;ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁwmmiiMMEé

from 92.8 percent in February to 99.8 percent in April.

Weather was reported to be a constant factor in Program H's attendance;
2s were child ilines: aid other family crises. 5156; a recent iﬁé;éasé in
Haitian and Central American immigrants was cited as a factor in 1ncreased
absenteeism It was believed that some parents viewed Head Start as a
convenience for them rather than as a benefit for the child. High absen-
teeism in Program B occurred among their multiple-problem families who

experienced a lot of i]]ness Program G, on the other hand, had a very

days (a]though they report théy have not actua]]y done this) Staff mem-

if they maintain a Iower average dai]y attendance. As one put it; 'the

truth is, we’d go out of compliance to help a family." At one site the

schools gave prizes for good attendance, and staf? felt this affected Head
Start parents who had children in the public schools.
Some reasons for absences suggest important facts about the needs of

the families being served even though these m may not be the most numerous
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the child. One of the home-based programs (Program F) mentioned the "moms
who can’t get it together as missing home visits due to their forgetfu]-
ness, lack of organizationa] skills and not understanding the parenta] role
as teacher of their child. As the Director éoiinented:f "it’s a goal of our
program to get these parents back on track and ﬁave them start accepting
responsibi]ity, it’s not a]ways possible in the short time we work with the
fami]ies, bit a truz effort to help these families and chiidren is put
forth." Site visitors heard other reports a1ong these lines as we]], such
as the depressed parent who wantad her child home for the parent s comfort.

About one- third of a11 uncomp]eted home vi51ts are cancelled by the par-
ent for various reasons In addition, about 20 percent of all uncomp]eted
visits are due to the parent simp]y not being at home when the home visitor
arrives.

Qﬁﬁglgiigﬁ; Center- Based attendance rates for the in-depth study
programs are somewhat 1ower than the nationa] standard of 85 percent. In
addition to weather prob]ems, which are difficuit to work around in some
areas, and fami]y or chi1d i11ness, which is more common among the higher-
the attendance prob]ems at many ‘of the sites: eance11ations of home visits
and failure to be home at the scheduled time are the major reasons that

home-based programs don’t comp]ete all their home visits: The fact that

be an obvious reason for these prob]ems, and the extra staff tii. and com-

mitment necessary to work with fami]ies to encourage better attendance can

have detrimenta] effects on program operations
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Atirition

perspective on difficu]ties Head Start programs may have in meeting commu-
nity and family needs. The in-depth study obtained both ipressions of
Head Start staff and documentation of reasons for families leaving the pro-
grans. Head Start Program staff were asked for the reasons that people
dropped out of their programs and about the characferistics of tamiiies

who drop out Hoving away from the service area was the main reason given

for dropouts at a11 programs, a1though the reasons for moving differed.
sonal agricu1tura1 workers, sometimes because there were no jobs Where they
were 11v1ng In metropo]itan areas, many fami11es moved due to overcrowded
hous1ng brought about by a serious shortage of affordab]e apartments for
1ow-=income fami]ies;

A second reason often cited for dropouts was the need for ful-day care
or the fact that Head Start hours did not coincide with the parent’s work
schedule. One director of a childcare agency in California fe]t that if
Head Start wanted to encourage families to work and become se1f sufficient
the program should provide parents with program hours that would support

Start and going to work A rural home based program, as we]] as several

need for cﬁi]dcare wh1 aorking

Problems with transportation were a1so said to cause peop]e to drop out
of programs’ This often occurred when the parent was responsib]e for trans-
porting the child and either had car troub]e or 11ved far from the center

and found it difficult to provide regu]ar transportation for the child.
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A factor cited in home-based programs occurred in situations in which
there were divorced or separated parents so that there was no one at home
to mect with the home visitor. Staff of programs offering other options

a]so saw fami]y prob]ems as a precursor to dropouts, with parents with mul-
tip]e prob]ems sometimes feeling too "swamped" to participate in Head

Start.: Sometimes parents simp]y decided they preferred to keep their child
at home, ?ee]ing too attached to the child to be separated from him or her.

A parent interviewed in Ea]ifornia summarized the overall impression of the

and see the effect of Head Start on their chi]d; they wou]dn t willingly
take the child out. The staff provides good support.”

The in-depth study programs kept records on dropouts and new enrollees
for a five-month perfod (December 1985 to April 1986.) The 168 dropouts
that occurred in this period give a picture of the range of rzasons: It
is recognized however, that many dr0pouts occur in the ear1y fall (Septem-
1f the reasons are different at different times of the year. Table IV- 13
1ists the reasons given for dropping out and shows the percentage of fami-
1ies who dropced out for each reason. More than half dropped out because
they moved away from the service-delivery area. There was no other reason
that predominated but the ohes given most often were excessive absences,
"transferred to daycare,' 'parent requested drop" (with no 1nformation on

reason R and 'transportation prob]em A1though expected on the basis of

this na occur mainly in the ear1y months of the program year, however)

The mon th1y dropout rates for each program are shown in Tab]e IV 14
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- _IAllE 1V-13

PERCENTAGE OF OROPOUTS OUE T0 EACH msm
(December 1965-Apri| I986)

leut uf

Total Reasons_

Ao A g
Wil %8 5.7 4.8
Too many abiences TRETIN Y
Transferred to ﬁycm uz oo H
lmmmd to utﬁr um Surt 1.8 0.

Transferred to public school T
?‘riiibaiiiiiai prodiem 38 67 43
Pareat requested drop s 3 00
Pareat dida't keap bose visit appointments 0.0 0.0 13.0
Parent bacams e loyed 38 0. 87
Fanly 0 Tawger 11gible 18 00 00
Parent not pravldlui ilicumatlon X
Pmnt m coapmttnu 0.0 0.0 0.0
Child umm age 0;6 b;n N
Long-term 111ness of child 00 4
No reason given 26 00 00

Total musber of dropoats 5 B

6.3

12

y

3

37

]

5] .l
5.9
1.0
1.8
2.4
2
6:0
s
2.4
12
0.0
1.8
0.6
2.4
71

bexcept Program C; which fncludes data only for & thres month péricd, Decesber 1985-February 1986.
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INFORMATION ON DROPOUTS AN NEW EMROLLNENTS!+2

TABLE 1v- 14
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several programs experienced) to a high of 3.9 percent (for Program E in

February). The mean dropout rate for the nine programs varied considerably

from month to month, as shown in the following graph:

rrd
‘ !\
/|

. FERTEMY),
R

Dropout rates were highest in January (mean of 2:1 percent) and then
declined to a low of 0.6 percent in April. If these monthly dropout rates,

which averaged 1.36 percent per month, were projected to an entire program

year, one would expect about a 13.6 percent turnover in the course of a

ten-month program year. (This compares with 17.9 percent reported for the
telephone survey programs.) :

Table IV-15 shows that the average érabaut;Wés enrolled for 114 days.
A third of the &rdbauts were enrulled for 3 months or less and 54 percent

wera enrolled for 4 months or less.

Eaﬁﬁirisaﬁs between the children and families who dropped out of the
program and the total enroliment indicate that the dropouts did not con-

stitute a substantially different population in terms of indicators of
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ABLE IV-15
NUMBER OF DROPOUTS BY LENGTH OF TIME ENROLLED IN PROGRAM
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family need. In terms of family income, the dropouts had about the same

income as the average enrolled family in two sites, higher incomes in three

sites and lower incomes in four sites. These families were replaced by new

enrollees who had lower median incomes in five sites, higher incomes in one
site and the same median income in another site About half the dropout
families were single parent as was the case for the total enrollment at

these sites.
Some orogram staff had stated that more dropouts were from families who

were on ifﬁﬁ— and this was borne out at five stes; where there were higher

percentages of dropout families on AFDC than there were in the total

enrollment. At three sites, however, the opposite was the case, with fewer

dropouts being on AFDC than the percentage reflected in the total program

enrollment. The new enrollees at the same number of sites also had higher

percentages of families on AFDC than did the total enrollment although

this pattern was only true of waiting list families at four programs

Program A the dropouts included 3 higher proportion of ispanic children

and a lower proportion of Black chi’dre than . isted among all enrolled

children. At Progeaﬁ c dropouts includea higha' ‘roportions of White
Black and Native American children than wers prescnt amono the total

enrollment and a lower proportion of Hisp-n'* afinaren At uoth Programs D

and I more White and fewer Hispanic chi: dre: 3r*—# : rut than .ould be

expected according to their proportions swa-g . :ilis hildren

Dropouts were compared with enro.led faw<iog ah b heJ nad been

originally recruited. Within particular sitss tis= i&%t Je iy definite

differences, but no apparent trend “cross the nine sites. in éomé sites;

for example Program I dropouts happened to be thos: families who had orig-



inally initiated contact with the program whereas the total enrollment was
more likely to have been directly recruited by the program- In Program A,
on the other hand the dropouts were more likely to be the families who had
come through referral

No clear patterns of dropout by program modnl emerged and which com-
ponents experienced the higher percentage of dropouts varied w1dely across

sites: Some program staff thought home-based families were more likely to

drop out than families from other models, but considering the four mixed

enrolled' At Programs C and B on the other hand there were more dropouts

from the uuae based option than would be expected according to the propor-

tion enrolled The pattern of dropouts and new enrollments at Program A

supports that program’s contention that there is a need for full day pro-

grams Although the full- and part day dropout rates were in direct pro-
portion to the numbers of families enrolled in the full- and part day

At most sites, however, new enrollments were in about the same percentages

per model as the dropouts, indicating that vacancies in a particular model

were filled by enrolling children into that model rather than into another

program option;
ggnglusign The major reason for families dropping out -- moving away

-- is beyond the program s control The other half of the dropouts, how-

eyer, might be prevented if initial selection were to oceur only after a

careful screening by the program ensured that the program wa ble to meet

lenms, being sure the family doesn’t need full-day childcare, and 50 forth)

Family and child characteristics of dropouts vary from site to site with no
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strong indications of a 1ink between particular characteristics and the
tendency to drop out of Head Start In some programs, program model

appeared to affect dropouts and new enrollments with evidence in a large

Lo 2L . R _

The case éiﬁay Biaéiaﬁg; in general, reported that once recruited for

Head Start, few families decline to enroll their children in the program.
When this does occur, the major reason was reported to be family moves or
planned moves from the area. Other reason< given were parents feeling
their child was not emotionally or psycho. ugically ready to enter the pro-
gram, or feeling they were not ready to be separated from their child:
Parents also sometimes needed full-day care for their child or preferred to
have the child enter a public preschool program. Reasons given less often
for declining to enroll a child in Head Start were parent dissatisfaction
with the program model offered, parent feeling the program was not "reli-
gioﬁs enough, or parent not caring for the amount of parent involvement
required by Head Start.

Except for situations in which parents are not happy with the program
model their children are enrolled in, program staff did not feel that there
were many prograﬁ Ehinges that would encourage families to enroll in the
program. Changes that staff felt might be helpful th]Uded the following

. provide full-day care

o allow a s1iding-fee payment scale for over-income families

o discontinue Eéiﬁiiéééais that parents volunteer or become
involved in the program
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change home=based components to center-based or alternate
day to five day

reduce the amount of documentation and paperwork

that families have to complete in order to enroll in the
program

The reasons that families have for not enrolling their

children in Head Start vary. l=or the most part, they are reasons over
which Head Start has no control, sich as the parent mov1ng from the area or
preferring to keep tﬁe child at home In some instances, program changes
lies to enroll in the program; But one or two changes will not meet every
family’s needs, and there are idiosyncratic reasens for deciding not to
enroll that programs cannot completely address:

In order to take a different perspective on whether Head atart programs
are meeting the needs of the communities they serve, program staff were
asked what they would do if funding were no* an issue and their program had

unlimited resources to draw upon in serving their communities In most
vices but would serve a larger namber of families than they are currently
able to serve: This statement was made at most sites where staff perceived

thei had Beén unable to enroll ‘more than a small percentage of the eligible

program in the South In nearly every site, eoncern was expressed for the
needs of families whose proﬁléis are similar to those of eligible families,
but who are slightl§ over income for Head Start. If Head Start Programs
had unlimited resources, they would like to provide services to these fami-
lies as well.
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A number of programs felt they could serve more families if they were
able to provide more transportation services, especia]ly in rural areas or

areas, such as the sites in the Southwest, where programs serve both urban

more transportation to Head Start centers. Some programs found their bud-
gets for providing heatn- re1ated services stretched rather th1n by increas-
ing fami1y needs As a result of this, several said that if they had

1ies they serve: Other programs expressed a growing concern for the
just;over-incomé-guidelines families -- those who are not quite eligible
but have serious needs: In a number of ways this concern that income
doesn’t tell the whole story of family need has emerged as a real issue.

Many program directors mentioned that; if they had more resources, they
would provide more staff training. While some staff had early childhood
degrees or CDA credentials and others were currentiy studying for one or
the other of these, a large percentage of the staff members at the in-depth
study sites did not have any formal training for the work they were d01ng
In addition, as more families with special needs were being recruited for
Head Start programs d1rectors and coordinators saw a need for training
staff in working with these families.

The educational needs of Head Start parents were also of concern to
staff at nearly every site The need for more education in parenting
skills was foremost in the minds of Head Start staff, as was teaching par-
ents about nutrition, how to access community resources, and how to find
jobs. More than one site mentioned a desire to provide training that would
éivé parents marketable skills; to create linkages with JTPA programs, or

actually to provide jobs for parents: A number of programs had been able
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to find jobs for parents within the Hezd Start program jtself as classroom
aides, cooks, cook’s helpers, or bus drivers.

anslysjgn Many Head Start Programs perceive a need for augmenting
the1r services to better meet the needs of the families and communities
they serve. Suggested expansion of current services included transporta-
tion to Bring rura] fami]ies into centers, health services to meet
enting and the use o? community resources, dob training or Job placement
for parents and training to improve staff teaching skills and to better
equip staff to wor’ with special needs children and families. The addi-
tional concern, raised by a number 3f programs, for serving the "working
poor” or families only "slightly over income" raises an 1mportant issue of
nzed vs. resource aliocation. Although the family whose income is Just
above the poverty level is still very needy by any standard* there is no
denying the fact that the financial needs of those below the poverty levei
are even greater, and Head Start is not yet meeting all of the needs of the
lowest income families. This discussion may be somewhat moot, however: As

ams recently noted (January 7, 1987), many

staff.
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Head Start programs have difficu]ty getting accarate, up-to- date, and

use?u] informat on for understanding the needs of the populat1ons they

serve. Thrre is a geleral perception, however, thn, in terms of FinanC1a1
need family problems, and specia] services, Head Start fami:‘es are becom-
1ng 1ncreasing1y needy Eommun1ty needs assessmer‘: are uzed in varying
degrees -- for program p1ann1ng, for funding propusals, ctc -- but more
effective ways of gatherinq, interpreting, ard using ths information are
needed

population and when there is also a pub]ic pre- k1ndergarten program, Heac
Start may need to re-evaluate the need for its services. 7 In other areas,
Head §tart serves only a fraction of the eligible ch11dren, gither because
of 1neffect1ve recruitment strategies, failure to re-examine the program
service delivery boundaries, unpopular program options, or changes in

parenta] attitudes. Where programs are fu]]y enrolled and have long wa1t-

ing 1ists, there are not enough Head Start opportunitiif for the 1eve1 of

Head Start programs consider such factors as Famiiy prohiems; chiid';
needS’ By setting pr1orities, they take seriously their mandate to serve
families most in need of Head Start services Considerable effort is

devoted to recrui tment activities, with a variety of strategies used. The

Q j;B
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strategies judged to be most effective in reaching the most needy involve
personal contact with eligible families and require the greatest investment
of staff time and resources. Door-to-dvor canvassing may be either mere
distribution of leaflets or more proactive knocking on doors and face-to-
face talks with families. Word of mouth, sometimes cited as a valuable
recruitment method, is rather passive and programs cannot be sure the must
needy hear the word. About 10 percent of enrollments come through refer-
rais. At most programs there is little contact between programs and fami-
1ies between the time of application and the time of enrollment in the fall.
Programs have only sketchy ideas about the relative effectiveness of the

various recruitment methods used.

A1l sites establish criteria for enrollment in addition to income

(e.g.; child handicap, family problems, language minority status), and

while placing others on waiting 1ists. There are; however; a number of

programs that are not serving all of the eligible population, yet enroll

children whose families are at the upper end of the low-income distribution

or are actually over-income: Some programs reported difficulties or delays
in making selection decisions because of families failing to obtain the

necessary documentation, and these families may be améﬁ§ the most needy.

Enro;1ing a higher proportion of the "most needy” might increase the
need for additional staff; increase stress and burnout among existing
staff, and increase operating costs. There might also be a detrimental
effect on the quality of children’s classroom experience and on parents who
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are enrolled (because there wou.d be fewer "role models").

Programs sometimes impiéﬁéni piriiéuiif models because of perceived
family or community rszcs, and factors such as the child’s age, area of
residence, paréni anp!-yment, and or training situation are considered when
a§§ighiﬁg families tu different program optibns when économicaiiy and :
bpéréiibnaiiy féasibié.. There are also examples in the in-depth study of
progrimQ r t responding to communizy needs. In still other cases, the

community needs assessments are nui adzjiu.te to indicate important community

chanéé&.

Average actual enrollment 1avels are close to (97 percent of) funded
program vacancies. Programmatic changes (new options, cooperative arrange-
ments with daycare providers, more vigorous iéeraiéiﬁg) 'm'i'giit iiﬁp'mé
enroliment levels in certain programs, but some types of éﬁaﬁgés woild be
expensive to implement.

Center-bised attendance rates for the in-depth study programs are

illness; which are more common among the higher-need families; and a vari-

the families with high levelc of need is seen by program staff to %e a rea-

son for these problems; and the extra staff time and commitment necessary

to work with families to encourage better attendance can have detrimental

effects on other aspects of program operations.

The major reason for families dropping out -- moving away -- is beyond
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the program s control The other half of the dropouts, however, might be

prevented if initial se1ect1on were to occur only after a careful screen1ng

ensured that the program was ab1e to meet the fam11y s needs There does

not appear to be a relationship between particular fam11y/ch11d character-

istics and the tendency to drop out of Head Start. in some programs; pro-

families have for not enro111ng the1r ch11dren -- moving from the area or

preferring to keep their child at home. In some 1nstances program change,

(such as addiﬁg 2 8%‘Féreﬁt 5?5&?5@ 5§t1on) m1ght encourage some reluctant

families to enroll in ihe program. but would not necessarily meet all

families’ needs:

Many Head Start programs perceive a need for augmenting their services
to better st the needs of famiiies and communities they serue Suggested
parent1ng skills and the use of community resources, job training or job
p]acement for parents, and staff tra1n1ng in work1ng W1th spec1a1 needs
children and families A number of programs raised concerns for serv1ng

fam111es on1y slight]y over-income."” This raises a concern W1th judging
family needs by cr1ter1a other than incoine when Head Start programs are
requ1red to serve the neediest of the pove "y populat1on in terms of

income.
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APPENDIX A

TELEPHONE SURVEY QUESTIONS AND RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
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Number (%) Programs responding each categorv

A. COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT
N-74 A-1. Has your progr;m;ééﬁ&ﬁéféa a formal community needs aséessmgﬁi within
the last four years?
14 (18.92)Ne -- Skip to Question A5, page 8.
S0 (72.72)Yes -- A-1a: In which of the last four years did you conduct a

complete community needs assassment?

24 1983 26 1984 25 1985 o1 1986
(32.43) {35.18) ] (33.78) (28.38)

1 (1.35) OK

A<1b. In which of the last four years did you update the N=59

community needs assessment?
21 1983 23 1s8 33 1985 31 1986
{28738 (31.68) {44:59) (41.89)

- A-2. 1'mgoing to read 4 1ist of the types of information that can be used in
compiling a community needs assessment.. As [ read each one, tell me

o o whether you use that type of information or not. (Interviewer:
S oo . . Ccheck as many as are used.)

98.3%1| 58  (78.4) Number of famiiies below poverty level

93.2 | 55 (74.3) Number of famiiias with ﬁFéséﬁaai-aaed children

89.8 | 53 (71.6) Number of single-parent fami1ies

42 (56,8} Number of working mothers

(7521 Number of familias on AFOC

(iiiég; Number of children eligible for free 1:nch
(?i;giiEﬁﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁiiﬁﬁiﬁpioyméni data

69.5 | 41 (55.4) Availability of subsidized day care

N WD
N
N WO N
w
£SOV

(2]
(¥
7 .-
w
w

93.2 | 55 (74.3) Ethnic composition of the community
39.0 | 23 (311 Otier (specifyi_______ : )
8 (10.8) Humber of handicapped children

Number of teenage parents

Drug/alcohol statistics

|S. 3 (4:1) child abuse/neglect statistics
Social problems (crime; etc.) -

Data on other eligible populations {illegal aliens, educ. of parent, etc.)
Information about other programs/services

Number of preschool-aged children
N7A

w
~ O
' N
1B (e}
—
N
~J

W=
W00
[
i
o~~~
b b
00
LW S OO0 =~y
st st st s A St St Nrs® st
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You were given the following question in advance :- No. A-3. Do you have

the rankings for the information sources that we listed? (Interviewer:

Do not read question unless necessary).

*A-1. Many Head Start programs dbtain information from other agencies for

their community needs assessment. We would like your opinion about
the most useful sources of information. Rank the following types of
- agencies according to how useful they are in providing you with com-
Mo. munity needs assassment data. (Rank the most useful source as 1, the
Programs Hean sacond most useful as 2, ete.). - .
1 nk 7 — tiean rank 6f all 55

Ranking
39 3.

27
28

Rank
9

A s . - o oo o _omElm
5.0 Local child care resource and referral agency

a.7 6.4 State Title XX child care administrator
5.2 g5 Stats licensing official
1.8 2.2 tocal welfare departsent )
. g R T N=55
a.2 5:3 Local unemployment office
2.9 3.2 Local school district
2.4 8.0 Census data - ... - ... -
4.3 8.3 University, chamber of commerce -
3.0 5.5 Other local agency, including grantee
3.4 7.8 Other state agency
4.9 7.8 Miscellaneous
A-4. Many Head Start programs have difficulty obtaining accurate data
relavant to their community needs -assessment._ I’m going to read sev-
eral statemants about community needs assessments. As [ rrad each
one, t211 me whether it applies to your community needs as. ssment or
not. '‘nterviewer: Check as many as apply:)
N=59 Would you say:
39 (66:1%) Qur needs assessment information is 4p-to-qate, describes our
: sarvica delivery area, and is complete. (Skip to Question A-5.)
?2 g??igg; Musﬁ §f the information is auy;offdate . " éi?fdgiéﬁé
14 (23.7) Information is not broken down for our service delivery area %g1gl1y2s
12 (20.3) Cartain types of information necessary for planning is not
available }
12 (20,3) Information is incomplate |

(Interviewer: If neaded information is out-uf-date, not available or incom-
plete, ask A-4a.)
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N=19 A-42. In your experience, what types of informatioa are not
available in ways that are useful for conducting a community
needs assessment?

o

01 Number of families below poverty level

—
(S 0-2
.

[e o}

- 02 Number of families with preschool-aged children
03 Number of single-parent families
- 04 Number of working mothers

5.3 05 Number of families om AFDC. =

- 06 Number of children eligible for free lunch
21:1 07 Employment/unemployment data

- 08 Availability of subsidized day care

15.8 09 Ethnic composition of the community
10 Number of handicapged children
11 Number of teenage parents
12 Drug/alcohol statistice = -
12 Child abuse/neglect statistics. o
14 Social problems:(crime, nutritional, housing, etc.)
15 Data_on_other eligible populations (e.g., birth information, agas

_of parents,_illegal aliens; # single parents)

(8,
.
W

N 1= O, O W O £ D+ D+ D W=
-
o
.
[8,]]

wn

0 16 Information about other prograns/services in the community
3 15.8 17 Numbe- of preschool-aged children
3 | b

68.4 29 Other, misc, irrelevant, unclear

Ne74  A-5. Some Head Start directors get more useful information about community
needs in informal ways, from staff, parents and their own experience
with the comsunity. Which-do-you think is more useful_to you in__
planning Head Start program services? (Interviewer: Read each of tre

following and check the one the respondent thinks i{s more useful.)

24 (32.4) Statistical data obtained through other agencies or your own
surveys, or
47 (63.5) Informal judgment< of staff, parents and community embers:

3 (4.1) DK
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N=78 A-5. Do you target your recruftment activities to any particular groups

3eeascment resiults?

25 (33.8) No -- Skip to Question A-7.

48 (64:9) ves -- A-6a. 1’m going to_read_a 1ist of groups that might be

1 (1.8) DK targeted. As I read each group, tell me whether
or.not 1t has been targeted hecause of the needs

assessment. (Interviewer: Check as many as

N=48 apply:)
2 (66.7)  single-parert families
18 (37.5)_ Particular ethnic groups
4  (95.8)  Lowest income families
43 (89.6) Hiﬁéici’ﬁbid children
3% (:2.9) Families from particular geographic areas
41 (85.4)  Children of a particular age
39 (81.3) Families with particular problems
39 (81.1) child abuse
32 (66.1)_ drug/alcohe abuse
35 (72;22;; carious medical problems
7 (77.1)_ multi-problen family
___ othier_family crisis
specify: — - _
4 (8.3) 11 Spouse abuse
(2.1) 12 Incarcerated parent

-

(4:2) 13 Foster children
(14.6) 14 GCther family crises
(8.3) 29 Other groups

~ N
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78 A-7. We are interested in knowing if you have used the results of -

your community needs assessment to make changes in your progran?
Would you say that:

32 (29.7) No changes have baen necessary -- (Skip to Question A-8.) or

7 (9,5) The needs assassment indicated changes should be made, but we
h;a\?i gagjhag an opportunity to make them yet -- (Skip to Ques-
tion AR- or

45 “mﬂmﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬁéhﬂéﬂﬁsaﬁﬁﬁﬁ;

N=45 A-73. 1'm going to read a 1ist of possible areas that
might have changed. -As I read each, tell me

whether or not you have made a program change

bgciusg of the community needs assessment.

(Interviewer: Check as many as are mentioned.)

19 (42.2)_ Established a new center
26 (57.8)__ Changed enrollment criteria
14, _ Hoved a center to a different location

(which one?_l0 IS, 2 0S, 1 Part Day, 3 Var. 2 local opt.,
L "1 missing -
8 (17.8)_ Oropped a program option - :
] o (which one?_5_tB, 2 i:rt Day, 1 Full Day )
26 (57.8) _ Added more slots
19 (42;;i44,éﬁiﬁ§aa hours of operatien
27  (60.0)  Hired staff with different skills

19  {42.2)  Added another program option -

20 (44.4) _ Changed educational approach
7 (15:6) _ Other (specify: _Adult Education )

2 (4.4) _ Other (specify: __Tpansgortation )

16 (35.6) Other
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A-8. Now we would 1ike to ask about possible changes that may have .

occurred in your community over the past five vears

As I read each

item on the 1ist of possible changes, tel]l me whether there has beer

an increase, a decrease, or_no change

(Interviewer:

Check one column for each item.)

Decreased

Total number of Head Start eligible

fami' ies 55 LZQ;BS
: 60 (82.7)
44 (59.5)
53 (71.6)

Number of single-parent Families
Number of praschool-aged children
Number
Number
Number
Number

of families in extreme poverty
of working mothers T 55 (74.3)
of parents in job training programs3ﬁgi4l:1)
of handicapped children 38 (51.4)
Number of families with particular
probiems: .
child abuse 64

P ——
~J

— o
(o)) |
S, o

drug/alcohel abuse 53

—
3
N
($2]

~—

serious medical problems 31

EI.

multi-problem fiailies 53
Proportion of families in the following

ethnic groups: 19

Black J

White 19

—
N
|

~J

~—

—
(88 )
w
~J4
~—

——
F=3
—
(Ve

S,

Hispanic 31

=
[

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3

B

Asi-n 33
Number of children in fostar care 39

17

N .
& E
o 4.
Sl | N |

Number of illegal aliens

l-
(3}

—

Need for subsidized housing

'U. I
~—r

Other (specify:__..__

)

o

90.

o~

Unemployment rate 9

Change in geographic location of eligible
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familizs 239
(4G.

5 (6:8)
2 (2.7)
8 (10.8)
7 {9.5)
e
9 (12.3)
6 gg;i;

EED |2

~
—~
(Ve AN

i
~r

o
~—~
.
N‘ .
o
S

I

~N)

(38 ]

o

~J

~— ~—

W W
— .
F- i
S S

w —
—~ —~
(NI Yy
NEPRP ¥
o ﬂ
_

(10.0)

—
—

-<

_Yes
=\
o]

in the area you're serving.

No Change
14 (18.9)
10 13.7)
19 £25.7)
14 {18:9)
13 (17.5)
27 (37.0)

30 (40.5)

8 (10.8)
2 11.0)
35 (47.9)
16 (21:6)

47 (63.5)
a2 (59.5)
38 g§;=4;
68 Qgiiéj
38 {gi;i}
29 (39.2)
42 (56.8)
9 (12:2)
M
5

44 No
(59.5)
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8. RECRUITMENT
-1. 1 am going to_read a list of B-2. Now 1 am going to re: read
recruitment activities con- thy 1ist of activities-- -

o

ducted by Head Start programs. you use. Please indicate

As | read each one; please indi-_ the gne activity you cun-
cate whether or not you have used sider to be most effeciive
it_for your recruitment during and the one you conside:
the past 12 months. (Interviewer: least effective.
Check as many as apply.) =73 N=73
- - - ;;;E§g§”: Eéi;t'
N=74 Used Not Used Effective  Effective
(Check one) (Check one)
Door-to-door_canvassing 55 (74.3) 18.(25:7)  15.(20.5) 4 (5.5)
Newspaper ads 60 T8T.1) [AT18.9) 2IZ7) 23 (315L
Radio announcements 60TEL.1) [2T18.9) 0(0.0) 10 (1371
TV announcements 33J35.2) 40-(54.8) 9
0) )
0) )
)
5

Postars or flyers 71 {36,

. 2 (2.7) 9 (123%
4.1 6_(8.2) 12 (164%L
8.(11.0) 7 (9:
37L80.7) 0 (0=
(a:1) (6.8)

s

Contact with other agenci es71. {96 )

i

Word of mouth _ 74 {100.0) 0LD.
Others: Specify: ) °

N O~y

3— ——————

ok 2 (2.

A

8:3. In what month do you begin your annual recruitment activities?
. Jan.- Mar. 32 (43.2)  Jul.- Sep: 3 (4:1) Ongoing 5 (6.8)

Apr.- dun. 34 (45.9) Oct.- Dec. 0 (0.6)
B-4. In what month do you complate your annua'  uitment activities?

Jan. - Mar. 2 (2:7) Jul. = Sep. 28 (37.8)  Ongoing 24 (32.4)

Apr. - Jun. 17 (23.0) Oct. - Dec. 3 (4:1)
8:5. Have you conducted additional recruitment activities at any other time
N during the year?
31 (41.9) No -- Skip to Question B-6
43 (58.1) Yes -- What type of activity is that? I

What dates does this occur?




N=74

ggggg am. going to- read a 11§tfof pecple who may be inve1vnd in
recruitment activities.. After [ read each one, tell me whether or

not -the people are jgtivelv involved in any of your recruitment acti-
vities.

’(91 .9) iar;nié

(62 ) Homn visiters
(83,&) Hiid Stzrt ﬁirecto*
(91;33; PoTicy Eounci] mesbers

tgg;g;;; Socia'l Sorvicns CGcrdinator

(67 6) F:mily Service Horker (sociaI sirvice side, etc )

' (33153; Any ather coord1nator(s) 1nc1ud1ng assistant director

(10.8) Grantee. (staff)

(23;25 Staff from other agenc1es

iéi;Si Bther community contacts e g R mayor, pub1ic sch001 teachers
(17;65 Other support staff, e;g:; pSyChOTOngt; nurse

(18:9) Other
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c. EFERRAtS
N=74 E:i. Are some of your enro]1ed children referred to you by otbar agenc1es7

1 (1153; No -- Skip to Queseion C 2

73 (93313 Yes *t la. Approximatelz what percentage of your total enro?1-
mant Coues througﬁ referrals?

Mean444334Q % Range =1% = 98%
k=73 ¢-1b. Do referrals take priority over other families?
28 (38,4 WNo
45 (G1.6 Yes
N=73 C-lc. I wil) read a list of types of agencies that micht

make_referrals. As I read each one, tell me whether

you-get referrs from that type of agency or not.

7 (Intervieﬁer -k as many as apply.)
38 (SZAlj,Bay Care
7 (9L:8) Wel fare
{94.5) Health agencies

\‘ [« NI &) I
(Ve ]

21 (91__1 Social services agencies
61 (33*53—School district

71 (9Ze3J,Agencies sarvi:g handicazned

= Other: Sr.vi‘y
10 (13 75 Private dor*ors aqﬂ;g&ﬂgf;gggﬁesslonals, g R therap1sv

(2.7) Indiv:.idgls (e
profess1oh51s

3 and other

N,

18 (24.7) Other agencies. not specified

i30




N=74 c:2. ﬁé jéﬁ refer families $0 other 2gencies for child care?
é 8 i No
)YQS

N=74 633. what does your program do to help families who nesd full-day
child_care? _(Intarviewsr: 0o-noL read resporsec. Chack as

many ii are mentioned and probe foF Efﬁiié )

6 (8 1‘ Provide some fu77-day care funced by Head Start

51 (58 9) Refer them to a Hay-Ctre cantar instead of Head Start

11 (14;%3; Provide transpartation to ? day-czrt cunter
6 (8 ); eperata ] coordfnatld prvgran with a lacai day—czri organrzatran

Other: Sptcffy-

(?;?5 Ope”ate subsidizad ch11d care program

> N

(5;4} Refer to home/family day care

1 (1;5% uroaniza a hahy-51tt1ng coop

2 (2.7) FoIIew-up to see if they got service
13 (17.6) éth’éi»

2 (é;i) Families don't need day care




86.5

70.3
52

~4 |

[y
W
.

o

-
£
O

D. ENROLLMENT
#0-1. The follawing critaria are usad by Head Start programs for daciding

Spf
Programs No. :
Ranking Ranking
10 74

65

74
69

which families are the most needy. _Rank the criteria and the order
in which the criteria are considered when enrolling children in_your

program. (Place a 1 in front of the most important criterion, 2 by
the sscond most important, etc.; record NA if ngt & critarion for

selection process.) -

e e g i Rank of ihaée Féﬁkiﬂg
Family income

3.0 AFOC =ecipient

Child handicapped
1.2 child’s age (If this is a factor, what age group has priority?
B )

No: ()

7 (68.1) 4 or Pre-K 2 (2
5 (7.2) 3 or 4 2 (2.
5 (7.2) 4or5 8 (1

4 9) 3, 4. o
9). other. N=69
6

_4.p Family problems (If this is a factor, sgecify what ‘ardly prop-

lems are considered priority ___

)

.

fe « 2N

4.8 whaether child »ic been in Head Start the previous year

6.6 Whether sibling has been in the program

Other -- Writa in any other criteria you use
5.8 Area of residence - |
6.7 Family/Parent factors (s.g., unemployed parent, training needs; family
size; minority family) :
Other child factors (e.g., foster child, health, language, school

readiness
.8 Referrals
0 Other

~
.
[

[»- S, B
o
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N=74  p-2. 05 you have an enro11ment or se1ect10n comm1tt=e’

i7 (23.0) No -- D-2a: I w111 rizd 1 Iist of peoplo who may - be 1nvolved Lﬁ

‘the selection process. As [ read. @ach one, tell me

whether_or_not the person is rasponsible for help-
ing-to select the applicants. who will be enrolled

in_the program. {Intzrviaver: Check 2s many as
are invcived.)

N=17 13 | (75,5, Head Start dirsctor

(35, 13 Education coordinater

(29L4i4,Partnt involvement coordinator

Uy OhN

12 (70.6)._ Soctal servicss coordinator

6 (35 3) Teachers
2 (11 844—Honl v*sitors
5 (29 fgk; Polic, couneil member(s)
1 ’8.9) Other parent
Oth%l‘ Staf,f, i
(spicify which ones: e —
4 (23 5) Any cther. cogg@;ggtgrs, ass1stant dire'tor -
0 Other administrative staff; lncluding secretary
0 - - Aides - -
5 {29.4) Other suprnrt staff, €:q., fam11y services staff;
- _psychologist.
0 Renresentative from other agency
0 - - Grantee staff
1 (5.9) Other

57 (77:0) Yes -- Go ta nex: oage

(Refers to the committee that makes the final de~ision about which families
will be in the program.)
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- D:2b. 1 will.read a list of pecple who.may be on_the

committee. As I read each one, tell me whether or
not- the_person is on the selaction committee for

- your program. (Interviewer: Check all that are
N=57 involved.)

29 (50:9) _ Head Start director
20 (35.1)__ Education coordinater

(45.6)__ Parent involvement cocrdinatcr

6

46 (80.7 1 Social services coordinator
58 (49.11_ Teachars

22 (38.6)__ Home visitors

50 (87.7) Policy ccuncil member(s)

39 (68.4) Other parent

Other staff

(specify which ones: __

16 (17.5) Aw 6. ¢  ordinators, assistant director

3 (5.3) ./ administrative staff, including secretary

4 (7.05  Aides

10 (17.5)  Other suppbort staff. e.a., family services staff
psychologist

1 (i.§§ §ébresenEéE§Vé from other agency

17 (29.8)  Grantee staff

[~
i
|
|
A
|
iy
!.r‘
¢
Bl
\
.,‘\
p
1
-‘;ﬁi
H\w
Ay | |
I
i




5.3. At any time during this past year (1985-86) did you have any diffi-
cdlty in achiaving full anrcliment with income-eligible children?

64 (86.5) No -- Skip to Quastian 0-3b.
10 (13.5) Yes -- D-3a. What were the rsasons for_this difficulty? =
(Intarviawer: Uo gt read resyonses. Check the
gtasoﬁi,tﬁit,i?g:sluggstijn:miiﬁ1n§;;gwgh; ones
N=10 given by respondent and probe for others.)
0 Ail el:gible children in the service area were
enrclled ir the program.
0 ___ other child-care programs have "usec up" the
poci of eligible children.

1 (10.0)4 public schoal praschoal program is enralling
large numbers of Head Start-eligible children.
= fo. letting all eligible familier
~our pregram.

0 ___ Our recruitment eforts have not Jeen adequate
' B 4

19)§irints d:chﬁ; ES ;ﬁf'aﬁ chily

1
4 (§C.c) Tr-nsportation Problems . -
1 EIQ 0

4

Not enough eligible children (reason not specified)
40.0) Other

*0-3b. How many cafillad slots did you have on January 31, 19882

1578, X = 2.47 Range = 0-51
, - o 50 programs reported ze“o B
*D-1c. How many unfilled siots did you have on Asril 30, 19887

e
N=73;;X7=, 2

3, X =266
38 program

reported zero

i




3-4. Have you ever recruited families who then dez'‘ : to enroll their
children?

15 (20.3) No -- §Eip to 6ﬁé§§i;ﬁ B-5:
58 (78.4) Yas -- D-42. What_reasons have baen given by the familias for
- not enrolling their children?- (Interviewer: Do

1 (1.6) 0K ngt read responr.s. Check the reasons that are
closest in mear.ing to the ones given by respond-

N=58 ent and >robe for othars.)

31 (53.4) Famfly moved out of the area.
20 (34.5) Parent did not feel child was "ready” (mature

enough) to enter @ preschcol program.
17 (29,3} ggzt did not want to be separated from the

5 (8.6) parent preferred a public school program:

17 (29.3) parent decided she/he needed full-day care
=~ instead of Head Start.
5 (8.6) _ parant was not happy wits the program
option provided.
2 (3.4)  Too much parent involvement resdired

— Other: _____

12 (20.7) Transportation problems
3 ’5.7) Child severely hand®capped
3 (5.2) Enrollment not completed (e.g., documentation missing;

3 (5.2) Parents not willing to do their part

5 (8.6) Parent decided on another program/sc%oo

1 (1.7) Parent discouraged by waiting list

16 (27.6) Other

#0-5. Approximately what percent of your enrolled children in 1985-86

were from over-income families?
X=50 %

Range = 0-10




0-6. What er.teria do you apply in accepting children from_over-income
fFamilies? (Interviewer:__Do 0ot read responses. Check all criteria
mentioned and probe for others.)

63 (85.1) Child has handicap or special reeds .
7 (9.5)_ Disability of other family member

22 (29,7) Family grobleas
_ other: Specify:

) Referral

Family could be asset to program

Sibling had attended previously ,
Only i all income-eligible children are being served

n

B TR~ I |

4)
4) Siblirg had attended prev: S

.
-
.

.

U N e

.7
.4) Don't take over-income families

(
(
(
(
(
(25.7) Other

N

7ﬁ-7; ﬁ;ﬁ ﬁiﬁy,éﬁbiicéticns diﬂ;yéﬁ S;ié:iéfﬁﬁt o~ a .aiting 1isi iagi ?311
N=74 (1985) because you were fully enrolled?

asplications for ____ children ¥ = 96.4  Range - 5-1,082

N=74 children ¥ = 79.4 Rance = 1=400

0-9: When an additional slot opens up, how do_you Select which child on

N=74 the waiting 1ist will be_enra‘led? (Interviewer: Jo fot read -
rg;g@ﬁi?i. Check the ore closest in meaning to the racpondent’s
answer.

3 (4:1)__ Ghfldren are taken i1 the order in which they originally
.applied.
1 (55.4)_ Childven are selected according to.the sane criceria that .re

used for selecting all children into the program.
23 (31.1) _ Chiraran are selected according to ths renking ol the s:lection

camiittye, n2vng arffe-ent criteria.

Other: __ .. . e

0 piafe ence givca to ruferral

¢ Depeiis on program need at ih: i

2 (7.7)  cépens un the -ituavion; ng absoiute criferia
3 (5.8) Other

57

HM

Sc . | B S




D-10. We are interested in knowing how waiting 1ist families differ from

""" families who are enrolled in the program. I will read several r.:-
N=74 gible ways in which waiting 1ist families may differ from enrolis’ -
families. As I read each possibla differancs. tell me whather ic 13

true for your program or not. (Interviawer: Check as many as are

applicabie:)

40 (54:1) Waiting 1ist familias ganerally “:4 :igher incomes (or are

over-income).

40 (54.1) waiting 1ist families have fewer .au1ly problems.
38 (51.4) Waiting list families have younger children.

7.0) Waiting 1ist famiiies have fewer children. .
.17 Waiting 1ist families less likely to have handicapped ckiid
- Waiting 1ist families less likely to be employed

(
(
(
(
(
(
(

2
4
iii Uiting 115t miltes less Hkel to.be enplored....
2
1
2

1) Applied later because slow to complete documentation. .
7)  Applied later because moved in or heard of program later
.9) Registered late - no reason given

.6) OCther
(10.8) There are no real differences between enrolied and waiting list
R familias-
1 (1.2) Don't know

8
1

D-11. Have you had a waiting 1ist in previous years (that is, prior to
1985-86)?

1 (1.4)__ No -- Skip to Question D-12.

73 (98.7)__ Yes -- D-113. Uver the last three years would you say
the size of the waiting-list has:

- (Interviewer: Read al*ernatives and check
N=73 one.)

“ 147.9)_ Grown larger?

14 (19.2) Becoma smaller?
23 (31.5) Stayed about the same?
1 {1.4)_ Den’t know.

183
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3. Do you permit families to enroll a sibling of gishar & former or
. esant Head Start child?

- (1.4) No -- Skip to Question D-13.

"3 (98.7 )Yaes -- D-12a. ?Qt;ﬁéﬁ;ii;i;jiifiﬁéiﬁ a family continue to

enroll its children?

5 (Eiéi 3?55?5?& can Cdﬁiinai Eé ;SFé?i for up o
2-3 years.

N=73

0 _ $iblings_can cantinde to enroll for up to

o 4-" years.
67 (91.8)There 1s no 1im't on the r: Yer of years that
a family can continua to enrall its children.
1 (1.4) Don't Kiow
0-13. If funding were not an issue and you had unlimitad resources; we "e_
interested. in knowing what difference there would be in the types of
families you would serve, i1 comparison to the types of families that
are enrolled in the program now.
1f_you had the necassary resources, would you try to enroll diffe ant
types of families?
27 (36.5) No
46 (62.2) Yas -« O-13a. FHow would they be different?
1 (1.2) DK 17 (31.0) Aandicappea children oy
5 (10,0, #oFe axtreme Teve' of poverty

6 (13.0) gifferent athnic groups

_ —  other: | —
33 (71.7) More above incoie faimtlas

1 (2.2) More farilies where parent is 1n school or training

20 (43.5) Other



ﬁzii ié ?ﬁﬁéiﬁg ware not an issue- and you hzd un11m1tad resources, what

additional services would you provige? As 1 read sach service, tell

me whether you would provide it or not. (Interviawer: Check as many

é (75 4347 Tr:nsportztion
7 (77, 4)47 Health servicas

) Hand1cappcd sarvices

O \

54 (73

I

57 (77.0

.

Socii] slrvicns

I

___ Other (specify: o )
12 {i6.2) Extended child care, day care, longer hoi:
1 (1.8) Larger, better, atc: facilities

30 {4 .3} Programs. fcr parents, 1nc1vd1ng parant eau'at1on, JOb tra1n1ng and

placement services, meals
22 (29.7) Other

1(1.60  ane
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E. ATTENDANCE AND DROPGUTS
#£.1. Does your average xioniﬁly attendanca rate aver f111 below 85
percent?

46 (62.2) No -- Skip to Question E-2.
28 (37.a) Yes -- E-la. What action do you take

do you take when attandance drops
below 85 percent? (Interviewer: Do-ngt read
N=28 responzas. - Check all mentioned by respondent

- and prnbe for others.)

4 (18.3) _ overenroll

7 (25.0) _ Provide incemif:: to parents
27 (96.4)_ Inv  1te causes
(10.7.__ Make cianges to accommdate children with
attendance probless

w

3 (10:7)__ Other (specify:

E-1b. What do you think are the reasons for low
attendance? (Interviewer: -Do.ngt read

~ responses._ Check all ‘mentioned by respondent
N=28  and probe far others.)

9 (32 1)__ Parent illness

23 (82.11__ Child 111ress

9 (32.1) ;iiiﬁy' probieas

18 (64.3)__ Weather

(7.1)___ C4ild dees ot have adequate cloth-ng

wi. N

(10.7)__ Problenss with program’s transportation

__ Other (specify: —

€ (21.4)  Now-cooperating parents

7 (25.0)  Other

P | |
iy
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-2. e would 1ike to know something about the familias whose children are

_;; 2osent.a lot of the time.. 1'm going to read a 1ist of family charac-
=/% taristics. -As_.l read each one, tel] me whether or not it is true for
the families in your program whosa children are absen® a lot (moie
than 15% of the time). (Intarviewer: Check as mi.y as indicated by
- respondent:)
40 (54.1) single-parent families
8 (10.8) Two-parent families

43 (58.1) Lower in family income
37 (50.0] Raceiving AFOC
12 (16.2) Warking parents
38 (51.4) Unemployed parsnts
12 Zi§;31 From cna particular ethnic group
55 (74.3) Multipla-problen family
26 (35.1) Living further away from a center
(221 bon't know
(6.8) Thars are 1o real differences batween families with high absen-

teeism and families whose children have good attendarce.

NN

£-3. If a.child has.a prolanged; unexcused absence, for k - ..ng will you

" continue to kaep him_or her on the rolls? (Interviewsr: Qo pot read

N=74 responses. Check one.)

29 (39.2) o more than two weeks
13 (17.6) goti.een two and four weeks

23 (31.1) gpe month
(4.1) Between one and two months

(5.4) Nill continue to keep the child enralled indefinitely.

$oW

| e |

(1.4) Don't keiow
1 (1.4) Not applicable




£-3. Does your program operata a hame-based option?

51 (68.9) Ng -- Skip to Question E-5.

23 (31.1) Yas -- E-8A. How many missed home visits are allowed before a
family would be dropped from the program? -
(Interviewer: 0g pot read responses. Check
one.)

N=23
3:(13.C)__ Two consecutive visits
15 (65.2)___ Three to four visits
2 (8.7) ___ Five to eight visits
3 (13.0)___ ki1l continue to keep family enrolled
indefinitely.

 E-5. Under what conditions would you initiate termination of a child from
N=74 the program? (Interviewer: 0o not read responses. Check one:)

59 (83.1) 5roiangid unexcused absence

(2.8)_ Parent refusal to participate in parent involvement activities

N

(19,7) Parent refusal to cooperate with other program requirements

—
-1

Other (write in: = J

(5.6) Only if family moves away

o

Parent did not complete documentation

ol

S Total other = 10
(8.5) Other (14.1%)

o

(3.2) Would never terminate a child

wW!




E-6. Thare are lots of reasons why families drop out of Head Start pro-_
" grans:_ 1'm going to read some reasons-and I would like you to tell
N=74  me which ones are true for your program. - (Interviewer: Check all
reasons given by respondents and probe for others:)

73 (98.7) Families moved out of the service area.
28 (37.8) Pparents decided child was not mature enough for Head Start.

13 (17.52 Pir:nts felt overburdened by the parent involvement require-
ments. .

47 (63.5) Parents needed full-day care.

8 (10.8) Parents did not feel Head Start was enough like *school.”

37 (50.0)_ Parents were unabla to get the child to the program consis-
tently B

13 (17.6) Parent was dissatisfied with the program option child was
iﬁﬁ]]id iij"; - _ - I - -

3 (4.1) Transportation problems

y srant—wanld aa+ "1at An" nf child

Too many family problems =

Parent can't "get it together”

Other

Other:

4

0

1 (1

7 (9.

E-6a. Which one of the reasons that you indicated do you think is

=74 the main reason for dropouts from your program?
(Intarviewer: circle check mark in E-6).

[3,]
| St % it |

67 (96.5) Families moved out of the service area
1 (1.4) Parents decided child was not mature enough for Head Start.

0 Parents felt overburdened by the parent involvement requirements.
3

3 (4:1) Parents needed full-day care

-

(1.4) Parents did not feel Head Start was enough like "school”

[

(1.4) Parents were unable to get the child to the program consistently

0 Parent was dissatisfied with the program option child was enroiled in.

[y

(1.4) Other: _
0 Transportation problems ==
0 Parent would not_"let go" of child
0  Too many family problems -
1(1.4)Parent can't "get it together
0 Other

194
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£-7. Do you think the reasons for dropping out have changed over the last

three years?

62 (83:8)_ No -- Skip to Question E-8.

11 (14:9) Yes -- E-7a. As I read the following reasons; tall me which
T ones are more 1ikely to be given ngw than they
1(1:4) NA §=1] Wwere three years ago.

8 (72:7) Families move out of the service area.
0 Parents decide child is not mature enough

7 for Head Start

(18:2) Pareats feei overburdened by the parent
jnvolvement requirements.

nN

o

(72.7) parents need full-day care.
(18.2) parents do not feel Head Start is enough

1ike "school”.

N

5 (45.5) parents are unable to get the child to the

program consistently.

0 ___ Parent was dissatisfied with the program
option child was enrolled in.

(27.3) Other:

0 Transportation problems

w

0 Parent would not “let go" of child
1 Too many family problems
0 Parent can't "gat it together”

2 Other




£-3. We would Tike to know something about how families who drap out are

differant from ones who remain in_the program. I'm going to read a
=74 1ist-of family characteristics. Tell me which ones best descrite the
families who have dropped_out of your program this year. (Inter-

~ viewer: Check all that apply:)
31 (42.6) Stngle-parent familiss

14 (18.9) Two-parent Families

7 (9_§i ﬁiéﬁéf in family income
38 (51.4) Lower in family income

31 (41.9) Receiving AFOC

17 (23.0) vorking parents

at éigigg Unemployed parents

14 (18.9) From one particular ethnic group
43 (58.1) Multipla-problem family

26 (35.1) Living further away from a center

2 (2.7) Thers :re no real differences between the families who have

dropped out and those who have stayed in the program.
3 {4.1) Don't know

Pt |
Q0
<.
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E-§. what change or changes do youhthink -you cnu1d mgke in_ the. program ;g

(Interviewer: Do pot read

N=40 ‘qsponses. Check the ones nantioned by respondent and probe for

Bfﬁ§F§ )
5 (12, 5) Nodify program aptians avai7i57;
Speciﬁy I
3 (7.5) Changs the educational approacﬁ
Specify: .
7 (li*ﬁJrCﬁiné; hours a? operation

Specify: ——.. A1l 7 would lengthen day

(Zzgg; Chang 3 lacaiion f cnr*ers

Spccify- o

—

20 (50.0) Pravide more transportation

8 (20.0) Provide more sacial services

(45:0) other: : R
34 44447Na change woaia ﬁiké a difference.

[0 ¢

1

3 67;5) Provide parent training

fimdt |
-~
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E=10. Why did your program decide to adopt ... (read ones circles )?
Percent Giving Fach Reason

Reason __progran Option Adopted

Double Fome-  Local

1 Day Part Day Session Based Variations Option

N=33 N=9 N=22  N=3@ N=5
’ 6. 60.0

~N
Y R
O

[« « NI
ol
ol

6
Community needs 25 .0 3.0 22.2 18.
Parent/family needs 43.8 33.3 0 31. 30.

w
nN!
Ql

thild needs 12.5 6.1 0 0 3.3
Space/ facility

33:3

m‘
ol
ol
—h!
—h!
30
®
M
(=¥
[T ]
o
o [#%]
<
B
(o)1)

Match schocl schedule 6.3

o |
— |
o
—
W,
()]
[

Transportation 12.5

O

b

o

o

L
: w ‘
[« ] [« [er ] [ar] ol

(Ve N
—
S
B
e
e
oN
oy
~

To serve more children 0

To reach special , ) -
population or area )

o
(#% ]
o
£
(8 4]
[3,]
Q.
N
(e
(=]

Don't know

13.3 40.0

(e, 1]

w
LD O O
p L\\

o

[aad N [«
[ev]

Other

~
X
~n
HooBs O
ov r

DK 21.

o o o
. W,

Missing
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0
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F. COMMUNITY INFORMATION
*F.1. Please estimate the parcentage of Head Start-eligible children

N=5g in your service delivery area who are enrolled in your program?

¥ = 42.3 -

*F:2. What parcent of Head Start-eligible children (who are not enrolled in
your program) would you estimate to be enrolled in other child devel-
N=61 opment programs (including day care centers, public school preschool
B program, family day care programs, etc.)?

X =19.9

F3. 1'm going to read several statements that might describe the
child care situation: in your program’s service area. Tell me which

=74 ones best describe the situation in your community.
14 (18.9) Practically all eligible children are enrolled in a program.

69 (93.2) There is a need for more child care services in the area. -
53 (71,6) Large numbers of eligible families are not being served.

63 (85.1) Many children are being cared for by relatives.
68 (91,0 There is nat enough child care for the working poor.

34 (45.0) Head Start is the only program for AFOC parents.

63 (35.L) There ars not enough child care services for teen-aged parents.

68 (91.3) Thers is not enough support from private industry for child care
services.

6 (93:2) Thers is nat enough infant care.

___ Other: ____ : .
(2.7) Mot enough full-day child care
(5.
1 (1.

)

W

.1) Not enough services for handicapped cixildren

e

(8]
- T
-~

Too much informal, unlicensed, etc., child care Total Other = 22
: (29.7%)

-

) Not enough after-schao?! care

[
LN

14 (18.9) Other (1ist)
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Ec11. What factors are considered when assigning children to different

=31 Mmodels? (Interviewer: Do not read responses. Check all that are
mentioned and probe for others.)

19 (61.3) Geographic proximity of family to program

8 (25.8) Child's handicap

7 (22.6) Whether child's mother is working or in training

10 (32.3) Child's age

8 (25.8) Family problems (specify: . _

Other: Specify: o

19.4) Other parental needs
3.2} Community services available
1 3.2  Number of operings available

1 (3.2) No choice offered

200
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F. COMMUNITY INFORMATION
*F.1. Please estimate the percantage of Head Start-eligible children

in your service delivery arez who are enrolled in your program?

2.3 % "8

»F-2; What percent of Head Start-eligible children_(who are not snrolled in
your program) would you estimate tc be enrolled in other child devel-

opmnt programs (including day care centers; public school preschool

prog~/am, family day care programs, etc:)?
19.9 % N=63

F-3. I’m going to read saveral statements that might describe the

child care s'tuation in your program’s sarvice area. Tell me which

N=74  ones best describe the situation in your community:
14 (18.9) Practically all aligible children are enrolled tn 4 progran.

69 (93.2) There 1s a need for more child care services in the area:

53 (71.5) Large numbers of eligible families are not being served.

63 (85.1) Many children are baing cared for by relatives.

53 (31.9) Thers 15 not enough child care for the working poor.

34 (45.9) Head Start is the only program for AFOC parents.

63 (85.1) Thers are nat enough child care services for teen-aged parents.

68 (31.9) There is not encugh support from private industry for child care
services. -

69 (93:2) Thers is not enough infant care.

Other statements volunteered by respondents:

2 ié;7§ Not éﬁbuéﬁ fuil=day childcare

3 (i.ii Not enough services for handicapped EﬁiT&%éﬁ
4 (5.8) Toomuch informal, unlicensed childcare

1 (i;i§ Not enough after=school care

14 (18.9) Other '
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INTROBUCTION

Nine case studies were conducted as part of the study of recruitment

ment and enrollment poTicies, practices and characteristics ATthough the
nine Sites are not statisticaTTy representative of aTT Head Start programs,
they were seiected to provide a samp]e of the wide diversitj of program
Circumstances and characteristics that axists among the i;§éi ueaé étart
programs in this country. (Chapter II of the Final Report describes the
procedures used to select the case study ites )

The diversity of program settings is i 4strated by the information in

TabTe B 1. The in-depth study programs represent seven of the Head Start

administrative regions and include both urban and rural settings. Some
programs ‘serve areas with higﬁ degrees of poverty. Programs A, E and G
have target areas in which more than half the population earns §i§,655 or
less per year, whereas the areas served by Programs B and H have 75 percent
or more of their residents earning above $13,000 per year. The percentage
of the area popu]ation receiVing pubTic assistance ranges from a Tow of
onTy 2.4 percent in th rea served by Program I to 31 1 oercent in the
city served bv Program A Some of the areas served have high proportions

of single- parent families (Programs A, B H), and some have a reTativeTy

1ow proportion (Programs D, E, F, I): The racial/ethnic make up of the

communities also differs WTth some being predominantTy White (B E F i);

tively high proportions of Hispanics (C D 1. With the exception of Pro-
grams E and F in= dlpth study programs tend to be in areas that are raciaTTy

mixed. The size of the area served varies considerably Programs A and €

B-1
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CHARACTERISTICS OF

HHS ﬁééién

Type of Areal

Income. Di&ifiﬁuéion (%)
$4,000 and under
$4,001 - 8,000-
$8,001. - 111000
$11 001 - 13,000
$13,001 and over

Racial/Ethnic Distribution
(%) of Low=Income
(<$11,000) Population

White

Black -
Hispanic

Asian -
Native American
Other

Percent of Total Population
Receiving Public Assistance

Percent Single-Parent
Families Among-Low-
Income Populat1on
Est1matéd Number a; Income-
Eligible~Children
3-year-olds
4-year-olds
S5-year-olds

Enrollment 1n Public School

Program (4-year-olds)

XYy

WOWO G|
L ]

SO WL .

o

69.3

TABLE B-1

AREAS SERVEB BY

IX
U/R

-
S A ON
e e e e
NI OY -

o

F-N ;-
RN B DN
[ ] L ] L ] L ] L ]
N WO UV Y N

(3 4]
L]
0

ol

IN-DEPTH STUDY PROGRAMS

-9 Bl
- 00 LD
[ ]

DU N

8.9

m

17.3
15.3
19 5

49.2

27.1

NA
83
NA

1 U= Urban N = Nen urban R s Rural (based on 1985 PIR des1gnation)

2 Est1mated only for primary age group(s) served by program, other ages are marked NA.

4

-NA
825
672

.
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are in areas w1th more than 5 000 income- e11g1b1e ch11dren in the age range
served by the program, other sites have fewer than 100 e11g1b1e ch11dren
At four 51tes there is a pub11c schoo1 pre k1ndergarten program that also

serves ch11dren who are e11g1b1e for Head Start

and serv1ces, as seen in the data in Tab]e B~2* Some are apéiaféa By com-

non- prof1t organ1zat1ons Some operate standard full day programs, some
part-day; some home-based; and some offer a mix of models. The programs

range in size from 80 to 1 656 ch11dren, some serv1ng pr1mar11y 4 year o1ds
and others serving a wider age range There is also considerable var1at1on
among the programs stud1ed in the1r attendance and dropout rates Some are
est1mated to be serV1ng a very h1gh percentage of the e11g1b1e children in
the1r service de11very area,; others a sma11 proport1on Some maintain siz-
ab1e wa1t1ng 11sts and other have no wa1t1ng list at a11 Within the con-
text of th1s in-= depth study of a sma11 number of programs and commun1t1es,
this var1ation makes it poSS1b1e to examine a range of factors p055151y
Start programs.

Each of the fo11ow1ng case study reports beg1ns w1th a descr1pt1on of
the program and the commun1+y or communities in which the program operates
Any s1gn1f1cant changes in the commun1ty over the past Five years are
noted Also described are the program 5 efforts to assess the commun1ty

needs for early ch11dhood programs and services. The other childcare ser-
vices that were ava 11ab1e to fam111es at the t1me of the site visit are
also discussed. Details are then given on Head Start s recruitment

efforts the extent to wh1ch other agenc1es are involved; and the process

for se1ect1ng fam111es/ch11dren into the program Information on atten-
B-3
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TABLE B-2 o
PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS OF IN-DEPTH STUDY PROGRAMS
A2 B C D £ F G H I

Agency Type CAA  Priv. Priv. School School CAA CAA CAA  School

Program Models Offered ;
Full Day B — - . . B}

Part Day = D « . .
Double Sessions —

Home-Based - ® ]

Variations s - .

Eocally Designed Option e @ Ep—

Ages Serve 2-4 2.5 4-5  3-4 4 4 45 3:4  4-5
Funded Enrollment 607 444 774 1203 80 120 871 177 244

Average Actual Enrollment! 597 430 770 124 78 120 870 152 238

|
|
|
‘
|
|
|
|
~
[ ]
E -3
ro

Average é?iiy Attendance
Rate (%)

74.4 80.2 85.1 88.5 80.7 97.3% 91.8 65.6 86.8

. Ayéragé;n?hthly Dropout
Rate (%)
Sizé:bf;EEitfﬁg List o __ R i . N B B
{Fall 1985) 127 72 226 43 18 32 78 0 0
_Percent of Funded S o o
Enroliment 20.9 16.2 29.2 36.7 22.5 26.7 9.0 0.0 0.0

1.9 1.4 1.0 1:9 1.0 ﬁ;é 0.1 1.3 2.3

Estimated Percent of Eligible

ehi1Q£gg Segged oo Dol I R Il . — _ o
3-year-olds 36 59 NA NA NA NA NA 30 NA
4-year-olds 28 95 17 97 96 88 43 19 56
5-year-clds NA NA 10 NA NA NA 64 NA NA

I From 12/85 to 4/86, except C; D and E; which are for 12/85 to 3/86.

2 pata are based only on the four neighborhood programs cperated by Program A that were

~included in the in-depth study. Total funded enrollment of this grantee is 1,656.
3 Includes 45 funded by state preschocl program.

4 percent of home visits completed:




dance and dropouts provides an indication of the extent to which the pro-
recruitment and enrolliment policy, each case study concludes with observa-
tions from the perspective of case study project staff. In some cases,

recommendations expressed by the people who were interviewed are inclided.
In Chapter IV of the Final Report, a summary and analysis of these issues,

synthesized from the nine in-depth study programs, is presented.



PROGRAM A CASE STUDY REPORT

INTRODUCTION

Prograi A is a large urban program serving 1,656 children in a major
northeastern city. The grantee is a community action agency that adminis-
ters Head Start through 36 local community programs. Because of the large
and diverse area served by Program A and because most of the prograi func-
tions are managed at the Jocal community program level, it was decided to
select four of these programs for in-depth study. The enrollment of these
four programs constitutes about 36 percent of ﬁrogram A’s total enrollment.

This case study is structured differently from the other eight in that
it consists of an introductory section that describes the overall community

needs assessment process and some city-wide perceptions of other childcare

agency Féi?é&éﬁEéEiVés. This is followed by 2 case study report on each of
the four sub-programs visited (labeled Al = A4). Where there is additional
information from the Jocal perspective on the needs assessment, it is
addressed in the individual case studies. This introduction also contains
observations regarding the program as a whole, in addition to the brief
observations found at *he conclusion to the individual case studies.

The central grantee office staff for Program A is responsible for the
triennial community needs assessment. The most recent complete needs
assessment was compieted in spring 1985. Because the grantee operates
other programs in addition to Head Start, the purpose of the needs assess-
ment is broad. To quote from the 1985 report:

The purpose of this analysis will_ be to determine the magnitude

of unmet needs for publicly subsidized child care in (city name)

and to identify those areas of the city where (grantee name)

resources might best be used to help alleviate that need.

B-6
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The needs assessment uses data from a variety of siate and municipal

dren from a major low-income section of the city, the Governor’s Advisory

Council on Refugee Resettlement, the state Department of Social Services,
the city’s public schools, and a local childcare resource center. Compila-
tions of data from these sources are used to identify the areas of the city

where the greatest numbers of childcare users are likely to be found and to
determine the extent of the supply of chiidcare services in these neighbor-

hbeds;

The most recent community needs assessment resulted in a number of
important findings. For example, wide disparities were found in the extent
of the potential childcare needs among the different neighborhoods == seven
of the city’s fifteen neighborhoods were found to include 70 percent of the
city’s under-five population and 69 percent of all the mothers of young
children. These included three of the four neighborhood programs visitad
for the case study, described herein as programs Al, A3 and A4. One-third
of these families are headed by women; 29 percent of the female-headed fan-
ilies have children under the age of six; and nearly thitﬁffés 6? tﬁééé
are 1iving below the poverty level. The need for childcare was also seen
in the overall Program A statistic that 75 percent of the parents who with-
drew their children from Head Start before the year ended did so because
the program was not providing enough hoiirs of care to meet their needs.

One of the conclusions the grantee drew from this needs assessment was that

The (grantee) Head Start program, as currently constituted, falls
far short of meeting the needs of working parents. Only by

extending significantly the hours of care that are offered by

Head Start can these needs be more appropriately met.
In summary, Program A conducts a thorough community needs assess-

ment every three years and uses the results to present the case for addi-

B-7
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tional funds (from various agencies, not necessarily ACYF) for providing
extended care and more eFfect1ve1y mesting the needs of work1ng parents

For th1s study 19F0 census data on the number of low income 3- and 4-

of thea percentage of the e11g1b1e popu]at1on that is actually served by
Head Start. Based on these Figures (see Chapter IV for sxplanation of the
methodoloqy), it is estimated that Program A enrolls 36 percent of the e11-
g1b1e 3-year-olas and 28 percent of the e11g1b1e 4-year;olds The city in
which Program A is located has a publicly funded pre- k1ndergarten program
in the public schools which enrolls tw1ce the number of &- year olds as are
in Head Start. Taken together, Head Start and the pub11e schools are serv-
1ng approx1mate1y 81 percent of the e11g1b1e 4- year o]ds

There is considerable cooperation and coord1nat1on between Head Start
and other commun1ty agencies at the local program 1eve1, as described in
the individual case studies that fo]low A local ne1ghborhood house in one
of the program neighborhoods refers children to Head Start but pr1mar11y
refers families who don’t need full-day care or who are w1111ng to make do
with part-day care when the ne1ghborhood house’s daycare slots are filled:

A major cons1derat1on for this program, however; is that state law requ1res
that, to be elig1b1e for this subsidized daycare, the parent must be work-
1ng or in a training program. Of course, Head Start is ava11ab1e without
this requirement.

The director of a city-wide daycare program 'p’o{nt'e'o out that there are
some referrals from her aqency to ﬁeaé §tart ané Vi'c'e' versa; but that Heac
Start is of no value to peop]e need1ng full-time cﬁ11dcare, un1ess a family
can make multiple -service arrangements. She felt that Head Start does not

meet the childcare needs of families -- it provides a deve]opmental pre-

B-8
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school program; "a nursery school for the poor that is wonderful if you
don 't need to work."

The grantee out11nes the recruitment and enro]]ment po11c1es to be
fo]]owed by each of the programs it administers while encouraging indivi-
dual programs to set recruitment activities and selection priorities
according to the needs of the Families it serves. The grantee aiso pro-
vides standard application and administrative forns as well as forms for
keep1ng track of services and For document1ng health and denta] examina-

tions; the fam11y s needs and S0 on.

The grantee, known by the programs it administers as "Head Start Cen-
tral," charges its Fa:i]y Ser»1ces Specia11st with a number of responsi-
bilities in relation to recruitment. These include aaa1yi%ﬁ§ citywide
enro11ment a]]ocat1ons on a program by- program bas1s in order to determine
how successfu] programs have been in ma1ntain1ng full enrollment throughout
the program year. Income e11g1b111ty, percent hand1capped enro]]ment, and
turnover are also ana]yzed The central office’s Fam11y Serv1ces Spec1al1st
then interviews local program staff to determine what needs to be done to
maxntain a full and stable enrollment ref]eet1ve of commun1ty needs: Based
on these interviews and other 1nformat1on recommendations are made to each
Head Start director for changes in budget use of spaée, program planning,
and policy to address the problens and needs of their progras.

In March; Head Start Eentra] d1str15utes po]1cy information re1ated to

and ads to be used by 1oca1 program staff: In April, recru1tment materials
and suggested cutreach activities are yistributed to local programs for
use in their recruitment campaigns. Optional strategies carried out by the

central office, if resources are available, include mail, telephone and
B-9
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personal-contact campaigns directed toward agencies serving low-income fam-
ilies to solicit support in identifying potential Head Start families.
Technical assistance to local program staff and monitoring of their
recruitment activities are also provided by the grantee Family Services
Specialist.

A second optional strategy is pre-enroliment outreach by the central
office in spring, fall, and winter. The office sends to well-baby clinics
and parents on the city’s birth 1ist a brochure containing information on
child development and growth processes, family and infant nutrition,

health, and access to social services. These brochures are distributed as
a public service, but inciude information about Head Start, encouraging
parents to participate when the child becomes old enough.

Head Start Central provides local programs with guidelines for setting
recruitment priorities and lists the characteristics to be considered by
programs in setting priorities. The 1985 guidelines read as follows:

AFDC Recipients

> "Working Poor"
(Needy famiies who are over-income for Head Start.)
- Linguistic Minorities
.- Political Refigees
- Referral from other agencies:
Department of Public Health (Early intervention)

Department of Social Services

Departmenc of Public Welfare
Health Centers.

Parent Child Center

- Children with Special Needs:
Diagnosed or Suspected physical and/or emotional
challenges that affect development and education

- Families with Special Needs:

B-10
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Sﬁﬁgiéﬁéé;§5§§éi;dbméstic,vi01EHCE; physical/emotional

issues, large families with several young children,

adolescent parents, families, etc.

- Parents attending school or job training program

- Families who can make use of the alternative program designs

we have available.

?aﬁiiy services staff at each program review annually the most up-to-date
grantee policy guidelines regarding income, age, handicapped guidelines and
other policies related to enrollment and recruitment pricr to selection.
Guidelines are also provided for making decisions about children

remain'ng in the program a second year and for the responsibilities of the
selection committees, including how to assign children to classes. Acecord-
ing to the April 1985 information, children to be carried over from the

previous year should be either late enroliments or have documented child or
family need.

New applicants are to be rated at a selection committee meeting in

June, according to need for service priorities established at each local
program. The ranking system is as follows:

100 Very High Priority
80 High Priority
Med i un

40 Low
20 Not Accept

80
60
40
20

0

After all cases have been presented to the committee, the chairperson

L Y Y I |
: QN
[}

determines which cases will be accepted by averaging the scores. Available

slots are given to those with highest scores (greatest need) and the
remaining families go on the waiting 1ist.

The April 1985 guidelines from the grantee regarding income eligibil:
ity discuss its policy about enrolling children from over-income families.

The grantee allots a given number of over-income slots to each Jocal pre-
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gram in order to ensure that city-wide 90 percent of the children and fami-
lies are income eligible. The guidelines are as follows:

Jota ) : With a citywide total funded enrollment of 2,018
children_and families, we are allowed; as a program, 202 over-income
slots. Throughout this program year, an analysis of the utilization
of these slots has revealed that:

1. The income eligibility is more of an issue in particular
communities
2. These slots remain urder utilized; if needed, as we have

fluctuated from a minimum of 77 over-income families to a
maximum of 165.
The growing "working poor” population and the declining services to

these families h2ve been of great concern to our Head Start program.

In response, we will be instituting a "call in" system for programs
who need to exceed their 10 percent in order to provide support to these
families, MOST in need of service. As the Family Service Specialist,

I am to be kept abreast of the number of -over-income families in the
program city-wide, on a weekly basis; and can therefore advise-any
program about the enrollment of an over-income family that would

exceed that program’s allotment. - Please remember, that ACYF still_.

requires that 90 percent of our children and families, or 1816, must

be income aligible and therefore this new system is to be the excep-
tion and not the rule.
The 1985 grantee allotments of over-income slots for the programs
included in this case study are as follows:
AL =17
A2 - 16
A3 - 13
Ad - 7
As will be seen in the case study descriptions of the four local pro-
grams visited, programs have adapted their recruitment and enrollment
strategies to their own neighborhoods. ?ﬁéy have also established differ-
ent selection priorities according to their understanding of the needs of
the families in their service delivery area. A number of program changes
have also been instituted as the programs endeavored to best meet community

needs
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Observations

Due to a city-wide concern for the "working poor,” the grantee has
adopted a plan which encourages programs to enroil needy over-income
families. Some of the programs studied have enrolied a number of over:
incore Families while income-eligible families with similar characteristics
remain on the waiting Tist. Programs report that such families either
registered late or did not complete their documentation requirements in
time for selection in the spring. It is not central office policy to
enroll over-income Families if there are income-eligible families who have
applied:

A comparison of the families enrolled in the program in fall 1985 with
those on the waiting 1ist provides some evidence of the extent to which the
programs included in the Program A case study seemed to enroll families
that were somewhat fiore needy: This conclusion stems from the following
comparisons:

o The median income of enrolled families was in the $5,000 = §5,999

range, compared with the $6,000 - $6,999 range for waiting list
families; -more_than 80 percent of enrolled families had dnnuai

incomes of less than $8,000 per year.

o 79.5 percent of enrolled families were single-parent, compared with

76.2 percent of waiting list families.
o Enrolled families had slightly more chiidren than waiting 1ist
families (2:4 children per family vs. 2.2 children, respec-
 tively).
® 75.4 percent of enrolled families were receiving public assistance

compared with 68.7 percent of waiting 1ist families.

o B81.6 percent of the enrolled mothers were unemployed, compared with
76.7 percent of waiting 1ist mothers.

o Enrolled mothers were more 1ikely to be high school graduates --
53.6 percent compared with 41.5 percent of waiting 1ist mothers.



Some of these differences are siigﬁt, aﬁa although the overaii trend
is for enrolled families to be more needy than wa1t1ng 11st families;

there are fam111es who have made app11cat1on and are e11gvb1e and needy

needy families and to assist them in comp]et1ng their app11cat1on requ1re-
ments. Often those most in need of Head Start serv1ces are those who do
not respond to written notices and have d1f‘1cu1ty initiating requests for

assistance.

The presence of a publicly funded pre- k1ndergarten program in the city

served by Program A may make it more difficult for the program to recruit

fam111es for Head Start. The fact that the two programs enro11 81 percent

th1s community are be1ng served than is true for most Head Start communi -
ties. Neverthe]ess, Head Start is committed to serv1ng the most needy, and
the 19 percent inserved means that approximately 510 eligible children in
this c%ty are iib't féée%v%ag ﬁéaa séa;f-fypé services.

that there may be a need for Program A to reevaluate the number of fuhded
slots and the Head Start models offered at each program Three of the pro-
grams studied (Al, A3 and A4) were in ne1ghborhoods 1dent1f1ed by the gran-
tee’s needs assessment as most in need of Head Start and childcare ser-
vices. Two of these programs st111 offered a1ternate-day programs which
were felt by many respondents to he iess responsive to community needs than

the standard full- day mode1 Further, Program A2 was in an area where

list. Program staff members thought the ava11a5111ty of daycare programs
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in the neighborhood might be responsible for this: Pernaps its slots
should be reduced and more slots given to the programs located in neighbor-

hoods where there is a greater need for Head Start:

B-15
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PROGRAM Al CASE STUDY REPORT

A community action agency administers two Head Start Programs from its
a??iees in this séétian a? tﬁe Eityf S6ﬁé pérts of the boi1ain§ need

are attractive and well appuinted. The bﬁt1dtn§ is surrounded by a proteé-
tive chain-link fence and has security guards on duty. The §orrounding
neighborhood consists largely of apartment buildings, and the Head Start
center is accessible by pubiic transportation which runs by the center reg-

u1ar1y

been ’earch1ng for a soc1a1 services staff member for severa1 months. The
the vacancy, and she appeared to be hav1ng a1ff1cu1ty meet1ng all that was

raauiréa sy this iréréaééd bﬁrden' Staff ééﬁa1aiaéa tﬁat the Tow salary

was cooperatiVe and reported be1ng better 1n?ormed about the program as a
;resuit of the vtétt' Some baS1c program facts are 11sted in Table 1:

except for two Mondays eaeh month on wh1oh there are no c]assesf This
sehédaié prev%ées time for staff professional training. There is no speci-
f1ed number of home vis1ts, and the number made depenas upon the needs of
the Fam11y; The Fam11y Services Superv1sor estimated that families are
visited two or three times a year unless they have special needs requiring

more frequent visits. The program has a total funded enroliment of 173,

B-16

219




. TABLE1
PROGRAM Al FACT SHEET

HHS Region I
Area Served Urban
Agency Type CAA
Program Model(s) Offered Std. Full Day
(8:30 - 2:15)
Total Funded Enroliment (1985) 173
Average Actual Enroliment (12/85-4/86) 164
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 41
Percent Enroliment by Age (Fall 1985)
2-year-olds 3.
3-year-olds 47.

4-year-olds 48.
5-year-olds 0.

NDWSIN

Average Daily Attendance Rate 68.
(12/85-4/86)

Average Monthlv Dropout Rate 2.0
(12/85-4/86)

Percentage of Eligible Children Served N/A

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten | Yes
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aides: There were two education staff members for each class of 15-18
children: Two classroom staff had COA credentials while ten were in train-
ing for the credential. There were three new classroom staff members for
as a Family Services Assistant all were shared with other Head Start pro-
grams under the grantee.

The program was under-enrolled with 157 of a funded level of 173 chil-
dren enrolled at the time of the site visit. (The average enroliment for
the five-month period of data collection was 164.) The ethnic distribution
of 83 percent Black, and 14 percent Hispanic was reported by staff to
reflect the population of the wixed Black and Hispanic néighberﬁeeé served

by the program.

Program Al does not do its own community needs assessment since the

grantee conducts an extensive annual community needs assessment of all sec-
tions of the city served by Head Start. The Family Services Supervisor
reported using the community needs assessment in planning workshops for
parents and in identifying groups to target for recruitment. She men-
tioned that 3lacks and Hispanics are the main groups targeted for recruit-

ment; but that there are also a number of Haitian and Cape Verdian families
moving into the area: There has been an increase over the past five years

in single parent families in the service area, including more s.ngle

B-18
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fathers. There has also been an increase in the number of preschool chil-

dren and in the number of mothers at work or in tra1n1ng

The Family Services Supervisor, Director and Parent Coordinator provided
information on recruitment and enroliment for the Head Start Center. Tne
Director had limited input because he had been in his position for only one

Major recru1tment efforts are carried out in Apr11 by the fam11y ser-
vices staff with some ass1stance from parents and spec1a1 education sta??
Parents whose ch11dren will be return1ng to the program a second year are
contacted by te]ephone, mail, and home visits by the soc1a1 serv1ces staf?.
Flyers are taken door to door by the social services staff members, who
also mail flyers to other agencies that serve Head Start eligible fam111es,
égpééia11y those serv1ng the handicapped. These mailings are fo]]owed-up
with phone calls or visits from social services staff. Information tab]ns
are set up in the health centers, malls and supermarkets in order to give
out Head Start flyers and answer questions about the program.

From May to September, the grantee places notices and ads in local
newspapers and runs them on television and radio stations. The parent on
the Pol1cy Council fe]t that there were some eligible fam111es who did not
know about the program She felt that go1ng door-to-door and ta1k1ng to
families might help to reach them. In add1t1on, the program should con-
tinue 1ts current practices of us1ng newspapers and other pr1ntea informa-
tion about the program as we]l as network1ng by Head Start Families with
their friends and ﬁéignpafs; she said; The most effective recruitment
strategies were said to be flyers and posters in stores, banks, welfare

offices and the Department of Social Services (DSS). Setting up informa-
B-19
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tion tables in the shopping malls was the least effective strategy, accord-
ing to the Family Services §uperv536i; Aitﬁoagﬁ not féaiiy a recruitment
strategy, the Head Start Director and parent on the Policy Council Felt
that the word-of-mouth grapevine was probably the most effective means of
Fecruitment. As parents told other parents about Head Start, they would
corie in to register their children for the program.

There is no systematic record keeping system on the recruitment activi-
ties for the center as to the dates, mailings, canvassing, and other acti-
vities. The records kept on enrolled families do not include how they are
recruited for the program. The recruitment committee meets and discusses

effectiveness of recruitment activities, however, so some evaluation of

recruitment does occur.

The Family Services Supervisor indicated that approximately 20 percent

of the enrollees in the center were referrals from other agencies, coming
(AFDC), Parent Child Center (PCC), a University Community Health Center,
local health centers, local hospitals, mental healti agencies, public
schools and protective services. DSS is guaranteed 12 of the 173 slcots at
the center. = |

The Head Start program s gaoé ésﬁﬁoit With the agencies in the city.
The agencies refer families to Head Start, and Head Start refers families
to them. The agencies call the program and send or bring parents to the
center to régiétér for enrollment. The type of referrals that take
ing into the area from another Head Start center. The referrals made to

other agencies are usually over-income families and families who cannot
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wait to work their way through the waiting 1ist. They are usually referred

to Title XX, the public school or to proprietary childcara centers:

Eﬂrgiimg'g

A selection eomm1ttee con51st1ng of the Family Services . “f, the Edu-
cation Superv1sor, Nurse, MentPI Health Specialist, and sometimes parents
if they are ava11ab1e, meets and reviews the sheets prepared on each: family
by the family services staff. The staff describes the ?iﬁ%iy needs docu-
mented during the application process, and the committee rates each family

according to need using the ranking system out11ned by the grantee. ihe

program defines the "most needy" as fam111es who are within the income
gu1delines and who are in stressful fami]y situat1ons where there is a rea-
son for concern about the child’s growth and deve1opment Such situations
health and nutrition needs. Some considerat1on is also given to whether
the child had a sib]ing in Head Start (10 percent of the children
enrolled in December 1985 had a sib11ng who had been in Head Start.)

Once app11cat1ons have been received and rated and families have been

ar1entacxon meetings are held: The family services staff has responsibil-
ity for the actual enrollment Eféééss with help from the teacher supervisor
in ééSiﬁﬁiﬁé tﬁii&?éh to classrooms.

tween 3- and 4-year-clds, and about three fourths of. them were from s1ng1e-

parent fami]1es, 70 percent of whom were on AFBE; E1even Families were re-

as handicapped. Five familiés were over-income For Head Start, well below

the 17 over-income siots allotted to the program under grantee policy.
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The1r eh11dren were younger, w1th 16 2 year -01ds and 14 3 -year- -01ds on

the 11st; There were five over- 1ncome families on the wa1t1ng 11st wh116
éé percent of the wa1t1ng 11st ?am111es were s1ng1e-parent fam111es; and 46
percent were on AFOC. It appears that the program was successful in enrol-
ling the more needy Fam111es among 1ts app11cants, a]thodgh the program has

had some d1ff1cu1ty in meet1ng its Fu11 enrollment level this year: Staff

members saw two factors contr1but1n§ to this proBTem (1) families with
youngsters moving out oF the area and (2) the public schools’ pre-
kindergarten program They said that if parents can get their youngsters
in the pre- kindergarten program they ree] they will be getting them ready
for school; and thus some prefer this program over Head Start. However,
since Program Al had a waiting 11st of 41 Fam111es, only § of whom were
over-income; these factors do not exp1a1n why the program was not fully
enrolied in Becember of iéég and remained under-enrolled through the five-
month period studied

Hhen asked what the impact on the program would br: if its enroliment
were to include a larger portion of the "most hééay," the Family Services
Supervisor felt that this might cause staff burnout because of insufficient
étaff to handie so many families with a lot of needs. There wou1d have to

staff. The program wou1d also need to make more referra1s It is esti-

. ter are con51dered "most needy;" The B1rector of the center felt that if

there were an increase of the "most needy" in the program, there would be
an inéreaée in operating costs.
The Fam11v Services Supervisor said there are var1ous reasons why fami-

11es who are recru1ted decline to enroll their children. The primary rea-
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sons are that fam111es find another program or school, need full- day ch11d-

care service, or parents take jobs and thus exceed the income gu1de11nes

Wr1tten attendance recards are kept in each c’assroom by the teachar
and in the office of the center by the secretary The items maintained on
the records are total enrollment; total daily attencancé; and total number
6F children absent four or more consecutive éays— when a child is absent
more than four days a follow-up is conducted to see 1f there are extenuat-
ing circumst warranting an excused absence, such as death in the fam-
ily, family prob]vms, fire, hospitalization. Such c1rcumstances are con-
sidered acceptabie reasons for prolonged absences, but excused absences are
not counted as present Families are "carried" for a menth or more if
there are these eitenneting circumstances.

Pro]onged absences require the staff to contact the Family to find out

letter, or home visits. If there is no respense by the parents to the
staff’s s attempts to contact them, a letter is sent informing them thai the
slot occup1ed by their ch11d will be filled by another youngster This pro-
cess requ1res about two to three weeks’ time:

For the period December 1985 through April 1986, Program Al had an
average attendance rate of 68.0 percent. Staff felt that attendance was
affected by the fact that in recent years more Head Start youngsters have
been children of younger mothers and parents with mu1t1p1e preb’ems A
.arge number of youngsters com: from single- parent families. These Fami-
lies are said not to take Head Start absences as servcus]y as they take

absences from the public schools, and staff felt that it is more than
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likely that absenteeism is higher in Head Start than in the public schools’
’ préféﬁ. Thé;éhiidren from families such as these who have attendance

‘problems are not just droppéd. The staff works with the family, giving

them §uppdrt in an attempt to meet the families’ needs.

This program had 16 dropouts and 20 new enrollments this year and yet
operated at 95 percent of its total enroliment through April. For over
half of the dropouts, no reason was noted for leaving the program, while
four families moved and three transferred to other Head Start orograms.

Staff experience shows that there were three main reasons for “amilies
dropping out of the program: first, moving away from the area; second,
needing a fuli-day childcare program; third, enrolling their children in
the public schools’ pre-kindergarten program. Another reassn sometimies
given was explained by the Family Services Supervisor: "Some parents just
want their children at home."” The staff attempts to make referrals for
families moving or needing full daycare.

As slots open, the center enrolls new families with 4:yeér46ids up
until the end of April. Three-year-old youngsters who will be r’e’tu’r’ﬁin’g to
the program for a second year will be enrolled as late as May: The Family
Services Supervisor said that if youngsters enter after this date, there is
little benefit to them because they are in the program for such a short

time.

At the time of the site visit, the ééﬁfiﬁdé& under-enrollment was
explained by the fact that the program was short one family services staff

member, leaving inadequate staff time to assist waiting list families to

cumplete their documentation requirements in preparation for enrollment.
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Program Al staff felt that public school pré-kih'ciérga'rtéﬁ and a short-
age of low-income housing in the neighborhood, causing families to move
elsewhere, were resulting in a decreased nunber of eligible vamilies in the
service delivery arez, yet the program’s waiting 1ist was said to have
remained about the same size over the past several years.

The 1985 waiting 1ist consisted of 41 families, 36 of whom were income
eligible. Many of them were said to have registered late and not completed
the required birth, income, and immunizaticn documentation requirements.
The fact that tha program remained under-enrolled throughout the year

social services staff.

The program had a new director and was hav1ng d1ff1éﬁ1ty F1111ng a
vacancy on the fam11y services staff. This was attrxbuted in part to Read
Start’s Tow sa]ary sca]e as compared to ca]aries for s1m11ar pos1t1ons
elsewhere in the city.

It appeared that this program was undergo1ng some ergan1zat1ona1 di??1-
culties due to key staff changes and needs, and that so1v1ng these wou1d
move the program into a more stable position. The program has a 1brg his-
tory in the neighborhood and, judging frcm the length of the wa1t1ng 11st

continues to bé needed by the community.




PROGRAM AZ CASE STUDY REPORT

tﬁ, colo_ o] - 7:”:7: 7, ‘. B
Program A2 cperates in a closely knit neighborhood community within a

diverse graater metropolitan area. It operates four centers in one of the
city’s clearly defined urban communities. Three centers offer "standard"
five- day programs from 9:00 a.m. to 1 :00 p-m.; ; 5 out of 20 children stay an
extra hour for 1rd1v1dua] services between 1:00 and 2:00 each day, so that
each child gets an extra hour of service per week. One center has no
classes on Monda: and operates on an alternate-day schedule (Tuesday-
Wednesdzv and Thursday-Friday) the other four days, from 3:00 a.m. to iééé
p*m* Classes average about 20 children to every 2 adults. The program is
requ1red to conduct 3 home vis1ts a year and these are done by either the
family serV1ce workers or the educ:tional staff or a team from each
depending on the individuai child’s situation. Some fam111es require more
than three visits and are served accordingly somé basic Brograﬁ facts are
listed in Table 1.

The program is funded to serve 156 eh11dren through coﬁﬁﬁnity action
agency that serves as a de]egate to the Head Start grantee Children
between the ages of 2 years, 9 months and 5 years, who are otherwise eli-
gible, are served by Program Az Head Start

The program is staffed by twenty fu11 -time and seven part -time staff.
Full-time staff includes:

1 Director and Social Services Coordinator
1 Secretary/Administrative Assistant
7 Classroom Teachers

7 Classroom Aides
4 Family Service Workers



. TABLE1
PROGRAM A2 FACT SHEET

HHS Region I
Area Served Urban
Agency Type CAA

Program Model(s) Offered Std. Full Day
Variations

Total Funded Enrcllment (1985) 156

Average Actual Enrollment (12/85-4/86) 155

Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 6

2-year-olds
3-year-olds
4-year-olds
5-year-olds

0.
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Average Daily Attendance Rate 79,
(12/85-4/86)

Average-Monthly Dropout Rate 0.8
(12/85-4/86)

Percentage of Eligible Children Served N/A

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Yes
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Part-time staff includes:
1 Bus Monitor
4 Custodians
2 Cooks
The Policy Council is composed of étiteéﬁ parents. Several other par-
ents are alternates and have been eleeted to stand in" for members who can
not attend a meeting Every fam11y but one vo]unteered in some Eapac1ty
dur1ng the current program year. The one fam11y who hadn’t yet volunteered
was a newly arrived Vietnamese fam11y
Neighborhood residents are predominant1y White and many are of Irish
descent Most Black families moved out in the ear]y 1979’5 with c1ty ini-
tiation of mandatory busing because they did not want their ch11dren bused
to schools outside their neighborhood. Recently a few Asian families have
moved into the area, and the program also has one family who just arrived
from Poland. Overall, however, there is 1imited ethnic diversity.
The Head Start 6irecto? fEit iﬁat tﬁéie H;d been aﬁ exodus of families

there seemed to be an inerease in Fami]ies with preschoo1 and school- aged

children in the eemmun1ty The parent representat1ve felt that there were
fore 51ngle-parent families and that, of the single-parent raaiiies, many
were younger mothers. All respondents aﬁiéed that there had been an
increase in working mothers. The Head Start Director also noted that
social services in the community had "dried up" and that more fam111es were

exper1enc1ng problems in ma1nta1n1ng adequate hous1ng Some fam111es 11ved

in substandard housing with no runn1ng water. Others had been evicted and
had no shelters to go to. In the past year, child and/or spouse abuse had
also been a preb1em for several families.

The Head Start program was experiencing competition from daycare pro-

viders dnd an increasing’number of educational programs in the community.
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Four daycare centers had opened; and state funding for daycare had
ihcréased; The bubiié hihdergarteﬁ wié Sfféﬁhg an éiféﬁ&éd’ day Biagriﬁ
gram for 4-year-olds; had been reinstated: There were also two Bardchiai
preschool srograms in the neighborhood including a Montessori program spon-
sored by the Catholic church.

The 1ncreased demand for daycare for 1ow income families caused the
Director to be concerned that in order to meet cemmunity needs the program
would have to become a daycare prev1der in the past, the prngram had Brd-
v1ded daycare, and the Director felt it was expensive, with staff burnout a
maaor problem. She a]se fe]t strongly that "institutions should not be
primary care g1vers

Head Start has severa] programmatic advantages over subsidized daycare
in the city. Head Start parents do not have to work or attend training in
order to receive services, Whtie thé sﬁhsidiied dayéare programs requite
mothers to either work or be in a tra1ning program Head Start also oro-
vides social services medical and dental care and nutritional services for
the famx]y which are not previded by other agenc1es Also, Head Start’s
educational program offers families an a]terrative to daycare in that it

attends to the developmental needs of preschoo] children and prov1des edu-

cational programs for parents as we]]

The grantee conddcts a city-wide community fieeds assessment which
includes the areas of al] delegate agencies Six yéars ago, however, Pro-

gram Az d1d a door to-door census in the community and used the results for

d1scussion with the Po1icy Council and staff. In recent years, the Head

Start Director continued to conduct annual discussions with the Policy:
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proB]em in the alternate- day program, which served mostly 5- -year-olds, and
was the only center to which children were bused: A decision was made to
move tﬁé SIEéFﬁaté-&ay program to a walk-in location in the neighborhood
and to bus older children to a center with a standard five-day schedule.
As a result, the a]ternate-day piagram attendance 1m5favéa; and the stan-
dard eéﬁtér-haééo progran maiﬁtaiﬁéa §aaa attendance. The HéSa Start
staff how the program could better meet community needs -- a more useful
approaeh than formal needs assessment-

The Bireetor felt that the program was well in touch with éommﬁhity
hééds For one th1ng, the Director and most of the staff (éXééEt for a few
teachers) 1ive in the community and are members of community committees and
task forces. For another, they keep in close contact with other community
agencies through several strategies including inviting staff from the other
agencies to Head Start staff meetings. The Director felt the program had

all of the informatic: needed for planning and coordinating services.

Recruttment takes p ace in the Spr1ng, auriﬁg the months of March

through June. The focus of racruitment is on income-eligible, 3 and 4-year
olds. The overall recruitment scheduls is as follows:

March/April Dwrector d1scusses recru1tment plan
with Policy Council

April Ad placed in community paper
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ApriT Staff and_ parents d1str1bute posters B

and flyers in community (stores, schools,

other agenc1es)

ApriT Letters are sent to 1oca] health centers,

social service agencies and pediatricians

Apr§1 Letters are sent to commun1ty churchas

requesting that Head Start openings be

announced in church bulletins in an attempt to

reach various ethnic populations such as Lith-

uanians

April Letters and gu1de11nes for recru1tment of

special needs children are sent to hospitals,

clinics and early intervention programs.
May Second ad placed in community paper

June Door-to- door f1yers are distributed to

May/June Screening Committee meets several times

to seiect families

Parents and staff d1str1bute posters and f1yers to SpeC1f1ed dest1na-

and each member agrees to specific ass1gnments Parents, who are heav11y

involved in this aspect of recruitment, also embellish on the 11st and post

distribution of flyers

The Head Start B1reetor fe]t that "word oF mouth" and the program s
reputat1on in the commun1ty were the most effective recru1tment mechanisms.
The Head Start program is well known in the commun1ty accord1ng to the
Birector and a parent on the Po]1cy eounC11; evidenced by the fact that

women who have had children enrolled, and their neighbors, usually tell the
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program at tie time they become pregnant that they want to enroll their
child when she/he is Head Start age:

The recruitment strategy viewed least effective was radio announcements
which were sponsored by the grantee. The Head Start Director felt this was
because people didn’t remember a telephone number announced on the air, and
the Head Start program was not listed under Head Start in the telephone

directory. Ir general, the program was satisfied with its current approach

to recruitment and intended to continue it.

Approximately ten percent of the program’s total enrollment comes from
referrals: The program maintains contacts with a long 1ist of agencies
which sometimes call Head Start to make referrals; but slots are not

reserved specifically for referred families. Referrals are received from

welfare and child protection, childcare agencies, a health center and other

education pograms: Sometimes indirect referrals are made through the
look good if your child were enrolled in a program like Head Start.® Head
Start also makes referrals to other agencies; particularly for Title XX

daycare; preschool enrichment programs and after-school programs.

L
Program A2 Head Start has three eligibility criteria: the family must

meet Head Start income guidelines (except for tan percent over income), it
must reside in the community, and the child must be between the ages of 2

years; 9 months and 5 years. The program follows the grantee’s stated
enroliment priorities for all delegates, as described in the introduction
to the Program A Case Study.
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Enrollment decisions are made by a screen1ng comm1ttee composed of
staff and parents including the Head Start Director, the SOC1al Service
workers from each center, the Child Field Superv1sor (from the grantee) and
three to Four parents A1l part1c1pants on the screen1ng committee receive
and def1nes age and eligibility criteria and thé over-income po]1cy In
add1t1on, the packet describes the way to rank app11cants accord1ng to the
need for service. (See introduction.)

The committee cha1rperson averages the scores aSS1§ne& to each case and
determines whieh fami]ies are to be acceptea: Accord1ng to the gu1delines,
classroom assignments are to be based on placing children in groups that
best meet their needs, including distributing ages and sexes of children in
each classroom, considerations of language and ethnic backgrounds, and dis-
tribution of special needs children in classrooms. The final guideline
reminds committee part1cipants of the conf1dent1a]1ty of the information
that is discussed in screening committee meetings.

Dur1ng the app]ication process, information on fam11y needs is f111ed
in on a detai]ed application form and & number is ass1gned to each fam11y
in order to ensure confidentiality during the se]ect1on process The
Selection Committee meets two or three times in one-half day sessions until
all c1asses are f111ed Families not selected are placed on a wa1t1ng
list. Three-year -01d children who were in the program the prev1ous year
(about half the enrollment) are selected first, then the most needy appli-
cants are selected according to the following criteria:

o AFDC recipients

o Those whose income is Tower than AFDC

. Working poor -= those slightly over income but in need of services
e Children with special needs
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ﬁéﬁaiééppiﬁé conditions -- would potent1a11y benefit most and would be con-
sidered as priorities in EETEEEioﬁ They both also noted that the Family
Services Workers’ evaluations of the families’ needs done prior to selec-
tion weighed heavily in enrollment decisions. On the other hand; the
Director felt it is sometimes difficult to determine who m1§ﬁf benefit
most. "Sometimes you can’t determine whether a needy family would benefit

most. The ?imi1y with the most prob]ems might be one where the child will

ﬁave poor attéﬁaaﬁéé; where the mother will not cooperate and the family
will not be able to take full advantage of the program.” In a closely knit
community; knowledge of the family can help. "Sometimes we know the fam-
1iy; and we know a mother wants Head Start so she won’t have to go to work.
That mother and cﬁi]d ﬁay not benefit most from the program.” (Note: to

receive state-subsidized daycare in this state, this parent would have to
be warkiﬁg or in training.) |

if the program were to accept more "most needy" families, staff members
felt they would need more staff specialists. At present, the program does
not have the staff to provide counseling services and has to refer families
to other community agencies. In addition to counselors, if enrolled fami-
lies had greater needs, additional staff would be requ1red to prov1de
social and health services. The B1rector also fe]t that staff burnout
wou]d 1ncrease 1f there were more families w1th difficult prob1ems "One
fami]y w1th mu1t1p1e prob]ems can use up all of our resources."

whi1e the program has no trouble filling its slots, iééor&ih§ to the

se]ection process in June. Children who are under-age or families who are
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over-income but without a demonstrated need for Head Start are also placed
on the waiting list in June. The Head Start Director said that the only
situation in which an over-income family would be enrclled at this time of
year is 1f there were a critical family need, for example, if a large pro-
portion of the family’'s income were go1ng to med1cal bills. The rema1n1ng
program slots are filled by a new wave of appl1cat1ons in September, with
1ncome el1gible fam1l1es enrolled f1rst

There were 17 to 20 ch1ldren on the wa1t1ng l1st in September, but only
six families rema1ned on the wa1t1ng l1st by December as mos* program drop-
outs occur in the fall The Head Start B1rector expla1ned that the waiting
the wa1t1ng 1ist are contacted f1rst when appl1cat1ons for enrollment for
the following program year are taken in the spr1ng

Enrolled children at the time of the site visit were all from Hh1te
families with the exception of one Southeast Asian ch1ld Two th1rds o?

the families were headed by single parents. Half of the enrolled fam1l1es

were receiving AFDC or other public assistance. Nearly 15 percent of the
enrolled children were said to be handicapped most haV1ng either speech
1mpa1rments or serious emotional disturbances: Twenty three percent of the
enrylled families were 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng problems, 1nclud1ng drug and
alcohol w:-.se, child abuse, severe health or psycholog1cal problems, or
mult1ple problems Ten percent were over 1ncome, -and this number was on
target w1th the number of over-income slots allotted the program by the
grantee:

A comparison of enrolled children with children on the waiting 1ist
shows that the enrolled children were more needy. Of the six families
remaining on the waiting Tist, two were over=income and two had not yet had

their incomes verified. One waiting 1ist parent was on AFDC. None of the
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wai:zing list families were judged as having problems, nor were any of the
children handicapped. '
The small waiting 1ist at this program is reportedly of some concern to

the Regional Office; which prefers that programs have at least 25 percent

confirm the very low dropout rate (zee below).

Judging from the small size of the waiting list, staff concern about
competition from the public schools’ pre-kindergarten and from daycare pro-
grams may be valid: In instances where families have deciined enroliment
in Head Start it has been because of a need for full daycare for their
children, except for rare instances in which the parent feels the child is

too young to attend the program.

The Director reperted that the annual attendance rate across centers

was 88 percent. The Director noted that attendance was high "in good

weather" only and that the program had experienced difficulty; at times, in
meeting the attendance standard: (For the period surveyed for this study
-- December through April -- attendance averaged about 79.3 percent.) The

Director hypothesized that children were probably sick more often because

it was their First experience being exposed to childhood ilinesses and; "As
any kindergarten or first grade teacher knows; it takes time to build up
the antibodies.” |

Attendance information from all centers is aggregated centrally each

week:. Family Services Workers follow up after a three-day absence. Chil-
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dréa are not éaaatéa as breEeht i éﬁéy have an ékéuééa iBSéhEe' The Brb-
work with fam111es to improve attendance.

The main reasons given for dropping out of the program were moving from
the area or being enrolled in another daycare Eraéréh One family found

that arrang1ng trahsportatxon between the public pre k1ndergarten program
and Head Start was too comp11cated to marage and so decided to remove the
child from Head Start. There were only six dropouts (3.9 parcent) during
the five-month period surveyed and seven new enrollments during that time.

It takes approximately one week to Fill a slot once a family drops out.
"We ask all families on the waiting 1ist tn get their children immunized,
but they sometimes don’t," the Director said: Since a child cannot be
enrolled until the immunizations are Ebﬁbieted* one wonders if the program
could assist the few fam111es on the wa1t1ng list to comp]ete this require-
ment in order to fae111tate enro]]ment when a slot opens: The 5r0§réﬁ has
enrolled fam111es as late as April; but the Director doesn’t like to do it
that late. She Finds that two months is too short a time for a child to be
in the progran:

The Director thought that some families may drop out for program- re1ated
reasons, such as not agreeing with the Head Start ph1losophy 0vera]1, she

felt the on1y way to decrease the number of dropouts weu1d be to become a

daycare provider. She strongly believed the program should not do that.

within Head Start gu1de11nes for serV1ces to 1ncome-e11glb1e fam111es; its

waiting list is re1at1ve1y sma11 -- usua11y 1ess than 13 percent of its

funded enrolliment. The program was not hav1ng any d1Ff1cu1ty maintaining



its funded enrollment; however; because of its low attrition rate. If
attaining full enroliment becomes more difficult in the future, the program
may need to conduct more vigorous direct recruitment activities, having
staff knock on doors and talk to families directly about Head Start and the
services 1t offers. Nistributing fiyers door to door may not be direct
enough to invelve fam1)1es who are psycho1og1ca11y isolated or who do not
respond to written materials.

Dagcare appears to be a major need of families in tﬁé community served
by Program A2. Thus, in order to respond to these needs, Head Start might
consider ways either to provide daycare to enrolled children after Head
Start classes are over or to arrange for the children’s transportation to

daycare centers.

B-38

241



PROGRAM A3 CASE STUDY REPORT

The ,E,;,,,, and_Commu .!V

Program A3 is managed by a community action agency in an ethnically
d1verse section of the city where increasing numbers of Southeast A51an
refugee families are moving into housing formerly oecupied by low income
White or Black families. The program’s offices are in a large store front
in an old building with ample pafkiﬁg at the back. The ﬁéigﬁbafﬁaaa is a
pleasant inner-city shopping district which has several ethnic restaurants,
attractive fruit markets and a number of second-hand furniture stores
nearby. There appears to be a great deal of vitality in the program and a
welcoming atmosphere in the offices. A number of parents and children
dropped in during the days of the site visit, including Spanish, Vietna-
mese; and Cambodian fam111es Two bilingual neiéﬁﬁaiﬁéaa workers, one
Span1sh speakiﬁg aﬁd éhe Cambodian, were in the off1ce dur1ng that time.

There is a play area with lots of toys near the secretary’s desk and center
uel

"'!

walls carry posters about everything from adult literacy classes to
assistance programs. The trolley goes right by the center; making it
accessible by ﬁubiie tfahébeftatiéﬁ~

Some of the basic facts about the program are summarized in Table 1.
The program serves 136_ch11dren; with 94 of them in five classrooms; five
days a week; 8:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. The remaining 36 children are in an
aiterﬁate day program -- some meeting Tuesdays and Wednesdays, others meet-
ing Thursdays and Fridays: This locally designed option had been set up at
the Féﬁﬁé&t of parents and is served by two staff members. The five-day
program is a partia] attempt to respond to parents’ need for daycare and to

a need for staff time for planning and home visits in the afternoen Thé

education staff make two home visits a year, wh11e ether staff members make



. TABLE1
PROGRAM A3 FACT SHEET

HHS Region
Area- Served
Agency Type

Program Models Offered

Total Funded Enrollment (1985)

Average Actual Enroliment (12/85-4/86)

Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985)

Percent Enroliment by Age (Fall 1985)
Z;yeér:oi&s

3-year-olds
4-year-olds

Average Daily Attendance Rate
(12/85-4/86)

Average Monthly Dropout Rate
(12/85-4/86) ,

Percentage of Eligible Children Served

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten

I
Urban
CAA

Std: Full Day

Option
130
130

50

10-

50.
40.

2.8
N/A

Yes



home visits at whatever level of intensity is needed. Aéééf&iﬁé to the
Program Coordinator; there may be as many as 10 visits in a 2 or 3 month
period if there is a family requiring a §Féii deal of assistance at a given
time.

Overall, the Bkég}am enroliment is 30 percent White, 10 percent Black,
18 percent Hispanic and 42 percent Asian. 1In contrast to other areas of

the city, this program has a high percentage of two-parent families; and

this is true across most ethnic groups. Eighty-one percent of the Asian;

70 percent of the Hispanic, 63 percent of the White and 50 percent of the

Black families were two-parent Families. Ten percent of the enrolled chil-
dren were 2-year-olds, 50 percent were 3-year-olds and 4C percent were
%6&?';

The progran employs 23 full-time staff; three cooks and delivery per-
sons are part-time. Seven staff members are Head Start parents. Two of
the teachers have the Child Development Associate (CDA) credential and five
have degrees in early childhood education. The program also has the ser-
vices of five specialists in the areas of dental health, mental health, and

special education; as well as a resource teacher. These specialists are
provided by the éiiﬁiéé and since their ééfviéeé are shared among all the

Head Stait Programs in the city, they are available to this program only a
portion of ‘the time. The day of the site visit, there was a team meet ing
of the Family Services Supervisor, the Mental Health Specialist, and the
Special Education Resource Teacher to discuss a number of families and
children identified as requiring special attention. Among them were an
emotionally "needy" child and a mother with an alcohol and hygiene problem.
was heard about the low teachers’ salaries (minimum wage) and their effect

on the program’s ab%iity to keep good classroom teachers and to aitract
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qualified replacements for those who leave. The program has three new
classFoom staff renbers this year and was interviewing candidates to
rep'iace a teacher who was piaﬁhihg to iéavé in the near future.
Family Services Specialist who a]so served as Program Eoordinator, was
interviewed. In addition, three spec1aiists whe serve on the Se]ection
Committee participated in the part of the interview re]ating to selection.
A parent on the Policy Council was also 1nterviewed at a later time
During their interviews, respondents were asked about changes in the neigh-
borhood which were seen to have affected the Head Start Program
has been an influx of Southeast A31an reFugee ?amilies, mainiy from Vietnam
and Cambodia, as we]i as some Ehinese families. This has necessitated a num-
ber of changes in the program; including adding parent workshops orienting
the imigrants to American concepts, such as the role of play in early child-
hood aeveiaaﬁéﬁf; American health care and nutrition programs, and the role
of parents in these programs. Staff deveiopment workshops in Southeast
Asian culture and the refugee experience were also given, and bilingual
Cambodian and Laotian workers were added to family services staff.
The Family Services Specialist also repo“ted hav1ng more two-parent

famiiies and more fathers involved w1th Head Start this year She felt she

was seeing more mothers either working or going to schoo] When asked
about changes in levels of poverty; both she and the narent interviewed
said that there is now a split in the eligible population between those
suffering the effects of devastating poverty and those who are what she
callec the "working poor.” The working poor are unable to get assistance
but are having a difficult time making ends meet. As a result, they are

reportedly angry and difficult to work with. Other important changes in
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the eligible population seen by the family services supervisor were tremen-
dous overcrowding in apartments; due to a shortage of low-income housing,
and a rise in alcoholism with a decrease in drug abuse:

there are more dropouts as families move from overcrowded, shared apart-
ments to other parts of the city. The acut nature of many of the family
problems has made the selection process a painful time for the staff, with

50 to 100 families olaced on the waiting list each year.

Commynity Needs Assessment Process

The program sees community needs assessment as an ongoing process.
Staff members report doing a complete roeds assessment every two years, in
addition to that provided by the grantee. They also feel they constantly
keep tabs on community needs through talking with people in the stores,
observing where peopia move in and out; and through communications with

other agencies Tisted in their community resources file. By going through
this file, which is constantly updated, talking with other community ser-
vice agencies, such as alcohol programs, childcare services, employment
agencies, and Massachusetts Rehabilitation Services, the program feels it
is able to keep abreast of family probiems, housing and childcare needs,
and the employment situation in the neighborhood. The Program Coordinater
reported that all staff are involved in assessing community needs in this
Wiy and that the selection committee discusses needs at great iéﬁgtﬁ when
it meets:

In connection with a proposal for expansion monies to serve the influx
of Indochinese refugee families a year and one-half ago; the program con-
ducted what the Program Coordinator termed a "legalized" community needs
assessment. As a result of that, she reported they learned the differences
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between the different groups -- Lao; Vietnamese; Cambodian -- and their

mental health, nutrition; housing; and cultural adjustment needs. These
latter included a need for parents to understand the child development oro-
cess. The results of this community needs assessment were shared with
other Head Start Programs throughout the city znd; as was previously men-

tioned, were used for program planning and staff development activities.

them families unable to get into Head Start. The staff has also been coor-
dinating with the voluntary agencies which resettle refugees and with hos-
pitals that have handled their health care. These agencies’ staff have
provided bilingual workshops for refugee families on parenting, child

skin hard with the edge of a coin as a treatment for illness, leaving marks

on the skin) might be misunderstood by Americans.

Recruitment activities are the primary responsibility of the Program
Coordinator and the Head Start Program Director; but all staff, parents,
and the program secretary are involved in posting flyers and in word-of-
mouth advertising. A1l low income groups are targeted for recruitment with
special attention given to Southeast Asian refugee Families. The parent
interviewed felt the program represented the ethnic diversity of the neigh-
borhoods it sarves. She said, "Just by Tooking in the classrooms, you can
see that they are all targeted equally.” When asked if the program reached
all eligible families, she said, "Yes, unless théy are isolated in their

homes and can’t read."



The program’s formal recruitment process begins in March and April with
the posting of flyers in ﬁéiéﬁﬁéiﬁaéaé and low income housing projects.
Walking the streets; talking with people about Head Start and having parents
telling other parents about the 5F6§Fiﬁ §6é§ on all vear, but is done in a
more vigorous and concentrated way during March and April. Flvers are dis-
tributed door to door at this time as well. The Program Director felt that

word of mouth about the program, passed on by parents to their friends and
neighbors; was the most effective way of encouraging new families o apply
for enrollment in Head Start.

In additioh to the Flyers and word-of-mouth campaign, the program
places ads about Head Start in the local newspapers, including area ethnic

and Spanish stations. A1l of these activities occur during the March/Aprii
recruitment drive. |

Radio/TV was considered the least effective recruitment strategy
because broadcast was limited to English and Spanish and because 50 per-
cent of the parents had no television. Although families recruited in the
spring don’t enter the program until fall, home visits and some social ser-

vices begin during the interim pericd, family needs assessments having been

done during the application process.

Eooperation/Coordination With Other Agencies

The Program Coordinator estimated that at least 50 percent of the total
program enrollment comes through referrals from other agencies, including
child protective services; welfare programs, other childcare agencies,
health and mental health programs, as well as the courts and legal aid. She
felt that she did mere phoning and outreach to these agencies than they did

to her. She said, "If I didn‘t continue the relationship, they wouldn’t
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piék ﬁp the pﬁohe " She said the program reserves siots for referrals from
child protective services but that these are usually filled by June. She
was unable to genera11ze about whether referrals took pr1or1ty over fami-

lies recruited d1rect1y since the dec1s1on wou]d be based on 1nd1v1dua1

fam11y needs. Most ch11dren referred are Indoch1nese or Eh1nese, or they
are ch11dren w1th spec1a1 needs. The Head Start program staff re?ers about
30 ch11dren a year to T1t1e XX day care, licensed Fam11y daycare, or pub11c
schoo] daycare programs usua11y between the months of June and September.
sts%% menbers si;a fiy to aaké 1iﬁka§e§ séfwééﬁ dead Start ?aai1iés for

are over; until the parents get off work. Four such arrangéments described
during the site visit seem to be working very well, and one instance 1ink-
ing a very isolated Chinese family with a Spanish family resulted in a

" close bond Béﬁﬁg ?6rm6d’

Wﬁeﬁ a§ked whether other agenc1es prov1d1ng ch11dcare or preschoo]

were not. She had found examp]es where other programs did not have good
discipline and where parents were unable to get involved because their
hands were tied by the teachers’ unions. She also said other programs had
no soéiai services: These factors affected Head Start by mak1ng parents
want to kéep their children in Head Start more than one year if they

enrolled as 3-year-clds, she felt.

Er-~1lment

ihe grantee provides the program with a list of recru1tment priorities
including income, family prob]ems, English not spoken in the home, and ado-
lescent parents. The Head Start Program adds priorities according to

neighborhood needs, giving some priority to referrals depending on individ-
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tion Committee reviews and acts on recommendations to carry over children
From ofe program year to the next. Criteria for carrying children over
are:

o late enrollfent;

o documented need of child;

doctimented need of family;

Children cannot spend more than two years in the program. In June when
recruitment is finished, the Selection Committee; which includes all five

cialist/Program Coordinator; sits in a formal meeting in which the person
who did the family needs assessment during the recruitment process presents
the case by number rather than name. The committee members fill out a form
rating the need for service in accordance with the priorities estanlished
by the program. The numerical ranking system for rating each applicant on
these priorities is that established by the grarzee and discussed in the
introduction to the Program A case study: After all cases have been pre-

aging scores and assigning available slots to those with highest scores
(greatest need): The remaining cases go on the waiting 1ist:
This year th> program sent out 135 waiting list letters; more families

than are actually served by the program:. Staff reported that they had
about 50 names on the waiting 1ist in November and that the program
receives one or two calls a day from Families wanting to be put on the
list. Only 5 percent of the Families became discouraged by the length of
the waiting 1ist and decided to drop off. The others were referred else-

where by the program. According to the Program Coordinator, those parents
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who work or go to school are usually referred to daycare because the hours

of the Head Start Program don’t meet their needs. The staff expressed
frustration over the amount of work they put into referring needy fam111es
which they are unable to report to ACYF. Another frustration was that
children needing special services, such as psycnoiogtéai évaiuatiaﬁé; are

sometimes carried over from the prev1ous year by social services staff in

age. The fact that the PIR provides an opportun1ty to report only on
enrolled children was seen as snértcnanging the staff’s efforts.

The process of fil]ing open1ngs that occur dur1ng the year is very dif-
ferent from the 1nitial selection of enrollees Tﬁe Family Services Work-
ers, Resource Teacher, and Family Ser»1ces Spec1alist meet and select a
child according to the classroom situations. In decid1ng which waiting
1ist child to énroii they consider a number of var1ab1es related to the
classroom distribution of children including age, sex, language or ethnic
Background and distribution of special needs ch11dren A wait1ng list
child who would maintain the balance of such var1ab1es in the classroom is
selected for enrollment.

Families who decline to enroll their chi1drrn after 5e1ng selected
include those who are planning to move soon, those who pre?er other pro- ;
grams due to transportation problems, and those who are assigned to the
alternate day program but prefer a five-day program; The Program Coordina-
tor said that all ésétgned to alternate day prefer the five-day program and
many ask to go on the waiting 1ist for that program even if they decide to

part1c1pate in the alternate day program' Some families who are refused
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Currently 19 of the 130 families enrolled have their second or third
child in the program: Staff members reported that they continue to take
children from the same family as long as they need the program; but no
priority is given to such families. They are assessed by the Seiection
Conmittee along with all other applicants: I over-income families are

enrolled; it is because of special needs in those families; such as having
a handicapped child or Family problems

If they were to serve more of the most needy, both the staff and the
parent interviewed felt that they would need a higher ratio of teachers to
students in the classroom and would need to have more special services
staff. They felt that centers would need more space and staff wou'ld
require higher salaries and more training, as they are not currently
equipped to work with severe special needs. 1In the parent’s view, a 1ot of
families would drop out. She said, "It’s not ﬁéaitﬁy to have too many
children of one type. If they all have severe problems; they can’t learn
from each other:...I wouldn’t want my kid in a program where all the kids
were disturbed:" She also thought Staff burnout would be a problem. She

said; "I burn out, and | have calm children. Imagine what it would be 1ike
dealing with a 10t of emotionally disturbed...."

In assigning families to different models, staff looks first at the
child’s age; putting older children into the Five-day program and younger
children into the alternate day program; although needs of family and child

are also considered: Classroom assignments, according to the grantee

guidelines, consider the variables previously discussed for enrolling chil-
dren to fill vacancies in the class -- distribution of children according
About 10 percent of the children are handicapped; with about a quarter

of those having multiple handicaps: Hearing impairment is the most preva-
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lent handicap. Of the 130 enro!led families, 38 have multiple problems,
six have psychological problems, and three are dealing with problems of

of the enrolled families are Southeast Asian refugees facing a number of
problems as they deal with adjusting to the conditions of urban American
poverty. Perhaps this accounts for the high numbers of multiple problem

families in the program. Approximately one-third of the families were

(about 9 percent) were over-income: The grantee’s policy allows up to 13
over=income slots for this program.

By the end of December 1985; only 16 families on the waiting 1ist had
completed their documentation and application procedures. They appeared to

be s1ightly Tess needy than enrolled families; although two waiting 1ist

children were handicapped and one single-parent family member was blind.
Over 37 percent of the waiting 1ist parents were single, and half of the
sixteen families were Southeast Asian. Five families were over-income for

Head Start and four were on public assistance.

Attendance records are kept in the classroom and brought to the office

each week. They record total enrollment, total daily attendance, total
number of daily absences, number of children absent more than two conseci-
tive days, and total number of excused absences with documentation of rea-
sons. The average attendance rate for the period from December 1985 to
Arril 1986 was 76 percent. Follow-up on absences is done after two days
and follow-up is also documented on the attendance records. Both the
classroom teacher and family services worker are responsible for maintain-

ing attendance records. Because they follow-up so quickly on absences, they
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are usually able to deal with problems early; the Family Services Coordina-
tor said: Often a lack of warm clothes causes absences during winter
months. Children with hi§h absentee rates are usually from families in
which parents have motivation problems and therefore difficulty gett1ng up
in the morn1ng to get their children to school. The Family Services Spe-
cialist also reported attendance problems where there is substance abuse in
the Finiiy When asked about the effect of poor attendance on the other
chi]dren in the program, she said, "When they do ‘circle time’ in the morn-
1ng, they talk abput who’s not there and are concerned, but the negat1ve is
for the absent child coming back who has missed part of an act1v1ty, such
as app]e picking."

The only situation reported in which the program would initiate drop-
ping a child would be if the parents had enrolled him or her in another
program as well as Head Start. The family services worker would deal with
that within a week or two. The average time a slot is left open is less
than a week: The Family Services Specialist said the program will continue
to enroll children right up untél the last week of school, but she repbrteé
there was a conflict between the social services staff and the teachers
on this issue. ihe teachers would like to stop enrollmént in Apr11 wh11e
the social services staff feel children can benefit from the nutr1t1on pro-
gram and other soc1a1 services even if they are only in the program for one
week.

MaJor reasons for fam111es dropp1ng out cited by those interviewed
1ne1uded need1ng 1onger hours or hours more compatible with parents’ work
schedules or m~ving out of the neighborhood: Most of the families who move
are working parents or Indochinese families moving from overcrowded apart-
ments. Analysis of reasons for dropouts which occurred over the five

months studied showed that moving from the area was the reason for over
B-51
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half of the drop outs: Two families dropped because they needed full-day

program initiated; one because of excessive absences. Two were special
better meet their needs: Eighteen new enrolliments over the period replaced
these dropouts; enabling the program to maintain its funded enrolTment.

The Pfééi'éri Coordinator mentioned children assigned to the two-day pro-
éi-iﬁ whose Biiénﬁ want classes five days a week for their children. She
said, "Our attendance would be better if we did not have 36 alternate-day
children. It takes twice as ibﬁé for them to iadjdsi to the current pro-
gram, two days in Head Start after five days at home. Some parents can’t
deal with all that crying and would rather keep them home. We now have
five openings in one class, four in another in the alternate-day program:
There are no openings in the other classrooms.” The parent interviewed
concurred With the view that most parents preferred a Five-day-a-week pro-
gram and felt Head Start should Aot try to p ~ssure parents into enrolling

in the two-day program. Most vacancies occu. -n Seotember and October

except for those in the alternate day program :he ~epor-ed: She felt the

of the community it serves. When an influx of Southeact Asian refugees
occurred in its service area, the program sought help from refugee service

agencies in training staff to identify and meet the needs of this popula-



tion. It also hired bilingual social service workers and planned and car-
ried out bilingual parent classes for Southeast Asian Parents:

About a third of the families currently enrolled were reported to have
problems; resulting in a demand for special social services. At the same
time the program reported being frustrated at what it perceived to be a
need to continue providing services to needy children from last year who
were no longer in the program. Staff would have more resources for meeting
needs of enrolled children and families if such services were not continued
after children leave the program.

Another concern was a feeling that the alternate day model no longer

met community needs and should be replaced with additional five-days-per-
week classes: A number of parents were reported to have declined enroll-
ment in the alternate day program; preferring to wait for an available slot
in the five-day program. It seems that the program could be more respon-
sive to community needs if it were to drop the alternate day program in
favor of an expanded five-day program.

In many ways the program is clearly serving needy families. In select-

ing children from the w&%fiﬁ§ list, however, one consideration is maintain-
ing classroom balance. This policy has the .otential for selecting less
needy families when vacancies occur. There -iso appeared to be a sizeable
number of families on the wo.ting :3t who had registered late and rot com-
pleted appl’zation requiremznt<, and ‘s could not be evaluat:d for
selection according to Family iéed:

Staff expressed concern cver Ei?Fiéuify in recr:iting and retain-
ing classroom staff due to i¢w soiar =s. “heir wi a 33 ﬁéiééﬁf tirnover
rate in classroom staff this ... _.z¢v, ' the Proovam Director and ~’.her
staff felt teachers’ salaries siviu = i .. 34 in order to enable them

to recruit and retain qualified clessiu. s:at?,
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Although working hard to meet the needs of the children and families it
serves, this Head Start program could be even more effective by changing

its prégraﬁ to the standard ?iVé-day model in reSbbnSé to parénfa1 néeds;

paid by other daycare and preschool programs in the city, and limiting its
social services to enrolled children and their families. It aiso could
déVéiSE 596é§36?§§ for ﬁiV%ﬁE waiting list fFamilies complete their applica-
tions earlier. This will make it possible for the program to grioritize

families for enrollment before vacancies become available.
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PROGRAM A4 CASE STUDY REPORT

neighborhood. A Catholic education center provides Head Start services for
148 preschool children through a standard full-day model operating in two
sites. The full-day program operates from 8 a.m. to 2 p.m. five days a
week; With home visits at least once a year: These are done early in the
brogram year to develop an individualized educational program for each

child with the help of the parent: As one of Program A’s delegate
agencies, it serves an urban area within predominantly Black sections of
the city with a minority of Hispanic families. Ninety percent of the chii-
dren enrolled in December of 1985 were Black, 9 percent were Hispanics.
More than half (56 percent) we  3-year-olds; the remaining 44 percent were
4 years old. S1ightly over one-third of the children were enroiled in Head
Start for their second year. The majority of families served are single
parents who receive some form of public assistance. The vast majority of
these single parents are unemployed mothers with at least some high school
education. According to program records, over half of the mothers are high
school graduates and the majority are at least 25 years of age or older,
with less than 1 percent being teenagers. Other program facts are 1isted
in Table 1: |

Most of the Head Start Program staff members are either current or
former Head Start parents. Each ciassroom is staffed by a teacher and one
aide. Class sizes are relatively small, averaging about fifteen chiidren
per classroom. Parents provide regular volunteer services in the class-
room. The administrative staff is composed of the Program Director, an Edu-
cation Coordinator (from the grantee); a Family Services Superviser, and
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,,,,,,,,ZZTéBLE,iZ o
PROGRAM A4 FACT SHEET

HHS ﬁégi on I

Area Served Urban

Agency Type Private/Non-profit
Program Model(s) Offered | Std. Full Day

Total Funded Enrollment 138
Average Actual Er~oliment (12/85-4/86) 148
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 30
Percent Enrollment by Age (Fall 1985)
3-year olds 56.1
4-year olds 43.9
Average-Daily Attendance Rate N/A
(12/85-4/86)
Average Monthly Dropou® R-te N/A
(12/85-4/86)
Percentage of Eligible Crildren Served N/A

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Yes




three Family Sevvices Workers. Support staff includes two cooks, two cus-
todians, and two bus drivers.

Although the Program Director saw little change in the number of pre-
school-aged children in the community, he noted the following major
changes in the population served in this part of the city over the past

s An increase in teenaged, single parents.

¢ A worsening economic situation for single parents in which the
incidence of unemployment and welfare dependency has increased.

e A greater incidence of speech and language problems among Head Start
children.
e A shortage of low income housing:

o An influx of Hispanics into the communities served.

Program A4 reports that it has used the results of the grantee’s needs
assessment for purposas of (a) establishing recruitment priorities, (b)

targeting recruitment efforts, (c) coordinating with other agencies for
referrals, and (d) developing program expansion plans. In the area of
establishing recruitment priorities, the grantee’s needs assessient data
have been used to establish a ranking sys£Eﬁ for spéeifie faﬁiiy pié?iiés
reflecting the degree of need for Head Start. For example, the ﬁighéét
need family profile is 1abeled "Type A" and represents a cluster cohbéSéd
of income-eligible single-parent families in which the mother is a high
school dropout 2nd is responsibie for the care of a single child. The
grantee’s needs assessment data are also used to target reécruitment efforts

in areas where there are high concentrations of "Type A" families.

B-57

260




R,&:ﬁi;lﬁ, Lo
The following steps are used by this Head Start Program in its recruit-
ment process:
o Family services staff go door-te-door particularly in neighborhood
housing projects; handing out flyers and posting flyers in neigh-
borhood restaurants.

o Newsletters are sent home with enrolled children to_inform parents

and_their neighbors that Head Start is recruiting again for the
following school year.: The grantee also distributes a newsletter

throughout the metropolitan area called "Round the City."
o Parents call the program office and applications are taken over
the phone:
e Home visits are made by the family services staff to conduct a

family needs assessment for parents whose applications have be:n

taken over the phone or who filled out an application during the

initial door-to-door canvassing campaign.

o The longstanding good reputation of the Head Start Program

results in many parents initiating contact with the program. The
program’s reputation is apparently spread by many former Head Start

parents who talk to their friends and neighbors about it.

While the -eputation of the program may not actually be a strategy, it
does apparently have a bearing on parents initiating contact with the pro-
gram. As the priest who directs the program put it: "The main thing we do
is answer the phone. We don’t have to go looking for children that much.
We get several calls a week all year round from parents looking for day-
care...applications are taken over the phone...parents: recruit their neigh-
bors and people stop the bus to talk to the staff about the program...but
we also do a door-to-door Flyer campaign.®

The Director felt that taking the initial app?ication over the phone
and then following up with a home visi® to complete the application and
conduct a family needs assessment was the best approach to recriitment
activities. This process has proven to be tha most effective strategy over

the years since it allows the program staff to "reach out to them (prospec-
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tive Head Start families) first;" identifies those families most in need of
Head Start (the Type A families); and encourages parent follow-through in
terms of attending the parent orientation meeting before an enrollment

decision is reached by both parties.
The Director felt that the Head Start Program had eliminated the less

effective recruitment strategies based on years of experience trying vari-

ous ways to recruit families. For example, requiring parents to come in to

the Head Start Center to fill out an >ppiicatica had proven ineffactive
because parents frequentiy would ot follos through from an initial pncne
contact. Consequently, program $tif . ;oved to taking initial aapiieatiefcs
over the phone, and made the follow-.j contact the fésﬁ&ﬁSiEéiity ¢ Head
Start staff. Similarly, doing the heme visit te conduct he family needs
assessiient after an enrollment decision had been made proved fo be problem-
atic in that program staff would discover atter the fact that an incorrect
the family’s needs. OncE staff members realized the value of supporting an

enrollment recommendation with family needs assessment data; they reversed

their strategy. The family needs assessment data; in short; helped the
program staff to make better decisions about a family’s priority ranking
when being considered for enrollment. The final result over the years,
according to the Director, nas been a reduction in "false positive" deter-

minations when attempting to identify "Type A" families.

jination With Other Agencies

About one percent of the Head Start Program’s total enrollment comes

through referrals from other agencies, according to the Family Services
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{irectional. Program A4 receives referrals from the following agencies:
o Parent’s and Children’s Services
o Children’s Services
o State Department of Social Services
o Parant child Centers
o Other Head Start Efograms
e Children’s Hospital
o Family Project of the Greater Metropolitan Area
The above agericies use resource directories such as the neighborhood Social

¢ and the Dire to identify

appropriate referral agencies, iﬁeiudiﬁg Program A4 Head Start. The Head
Start program, 1ikewise, uses these directories and maintains a policy of
keeping 1 to 2 percent of the enrollment slots open in September to accom-
modate anticipated referrals. Aside from the one or two slots reserved for
referrals, referrals do not receive priority status for enrolimesi unless
the child is a transfer from another Head Start program. Otherwise, refer-
r:1s are considered on the same basis as other applicants.

The Head Start Program will generally refer waiting 1ist children, or
children who do not mest its guidelines, to other childeare agéﬁeiés;
For example, children who are too old for Head Start are referred to 1ocal
public schoels, and children who are too young are referred to infant-

toddler programs. Families primarily interested in daycare rather than

cipating a move within the greater metropolitan area will be referred to a

Head Start program in the area to which they will be moving.




Once income ‘gibility has been determined; Head Start concentrates on
enrolling the most needy or "Type A" families: As stated earlier; these
kinds of families are intended to be teenaged single parents who are
unemp]oyea high gaﬁaa1 dropouts; and responsible for the care of a single
child with 2pecial needs of some sort (e:g., medical, speééh' hyperaéti~

vity, &t~ Y. The Fam11y SerV1ces Coordinator estimated that “Type A" fami-

iie: ”wcr1se at least 75 percent of the program s enro]]ment Program

outs. If more Type * “amilies were to be enrolled, the Program Director
felt that the effect on re:d start wiuld be primarily to increase operating
costs associated with the need to hire additional staff (e.g., handicap
speeiaiists);

Apg ications 7re reviewed by an enroliment committee. This committee
does not cons1der an apn11cation until after the family needs assessment
has been comp]eted and the parent has attended an or1entat1on meet1ng about
the Head Start program: The enroliment committee is composed of the Head
Start Program Director, the Education Coord1nator, the Fam11y Services
Superv1sor, the Family Serv1ces staff, the grantee Nurse and Menta] Hea]th
Spec1a1ist— and Policy Council warents.

Program A4 does not have any d1ff1cu1ty f1111ng 1ts s1ots ih Paét; as
of Décember 31 1985 there were 30 children on the waiting list: It is
s1gn1f1eant that on]y four of them were from families that were over-
income; and many appeared to be from "Type A" families. Over half of the
mothers were single parents and nearly one half had not graduated from high
school. Twelve percent or 18 of the families enrolled at the time of the
site visit in late November 1985 were from over-income families. This num-
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ber far exceeded the 7 over-income s]ots a]]otted this program by the gran-
tee, but the program Just1f1ed enro]11ng them, c]a1m1ng they met the def1-
nition of the most needy, be1ng from "Type 7" families: The Program Direc-
tor felt there was a big problem w1th Head Start’s lack of a siidihé scale
for considering families on the bas1s of income e11g1b111ty; and as the
chairman of the Policy Council put it: "It wouldn’t be fair to turn them
away (over-income families). The income guidelines are deceiving. These
families still can’t pay for daycare:" This concern with over-income fami-
11es saems inconsistent with an enrolliment policy that considers Type A
families to be income-eligible.

A number of ua1t1ng list families drop off the list before a s]ot
becomes availabie tc them. This usually happens when fam111es enroll their
1h1‘4ren in other ch11*r1re programs, either through referral by Head Start
ot through thair own efforts. The size of the wa1t1ng 11st* however, has
not changad nuch over the vears, and the program has a substantial number

of e]1g1b1e families to draw from in fi]]ing vacancies: Apparent]y fami -
lies are calling in throughout the program year to request admission:

There may be the large number of income- e11g1b1e "Type A" Families on the
wa1t1ng list because they applied after the program was fully enro]]ed in
the fall. The apparent availability of "Tvpe A" fam111es, however, sug-
gests that program A4 could achieve full enrollment without enro1]1ng over-

income families.

The attendance rate at this program has repsrte<ly baen in the 85-90
percent range over the last few years. This could not be ver1f1vo since
actual attendance and dropout records were not av211 ]e ta the study for

1985-86. The term "excused absence" apparently is not used. As the Pro-



gram Director phrased the issue;, "We have nr éxcused absences in terms of
counting children present. If they’re here; they're here. If not, they’re
absent. We don’t need to fuss around w1th that."

Attendance records are ma1nta1ned by the ch11d's teacher and kept in

the classroom with a copy being forwarded to the de]egate agency office.

C]assroom attendance records document total enrol!ment total da11y atten-
dance, and total number of daily absences: If a child is absent for three
consecutive days; a Family Services Worker will call the barent or make a
home visit to determine the reason for prolonged absence and to see if the
program can resolve the problem so that the child can return to the class-
room. Further data about attendance probiems are then maintained in the
Fam11y Services records and include the following:

Number of children absent for four or more consecut1ve days

Record of contact with the fam11y of a ch11d absent four consecutive
days.

Documentation of reasons for absence and fol]ow up action taken by
the fam11) services staff

circlmstances exist that merit work1ng further with the fam11y to ma1nta1n
it on the rolls. If the probiem is one of lonj-teérm erratic attendance,
the admissions committee may decide not to re-enroll an éiiqisié ¢child #6?

a second year in the program. More typ1ca11y, attendance problems involve

erratic attendance rather than pro1onged absence; €h11dren who have prob-

tance of the centér and whose parents are unre11ab1e about getting them up

in the morn1ng and escorting them to Head Start.
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According to the Family Services Supervisor, the program has not initi-
ated the termination of a child’s enroliment in the last four years. Fam-
ily Services Workers can usually work out a solution to an attendance prob-
Tem within a couple of weeks; and attendance issues rarely go as far as the
admissions committee.

The primary reasons families drop out of the program are (a) moving
away and (b) needing an extended daycare facili’’. Family relocations are
often related to housing problems; whereas extended daycare needs are typi:

cally related to changes in parents’ emplcyment status in which job train-

There is no particular time of the year when attrition is highest. How-
The program can not do much to influence the h-using situation in the

ared, and program-related changes would not reduce the number of Families

who move for housing-relatea reascns: Family needs for extended daycare
are minimal and consequently a change in the program to extended daycare

would not be justified, according to the Family Services Supervisor.

Giservations
As a delegate agency, Program A4 does not conduct its own community

needs assessment, but uses the results of the needs assessment done by the
grantee. The primary uses of the information are to define a family pro-
file of those most in need of Head Start and to targe: recruitment to areas
in which these high-priority families 1ive. Program staff feel that the
most effective recruitment strategies used by the program are a product of
experience has resulted in staff taking the initiative to follow-up phone

inguiries with a home visit to obtain applications, making it easier for



prospective parents to get applications completed: Program staff members
conduct a family needs assessment and assist families to get necessary
documentation prior to selection into the program. This recruitment
process is said to generate a high number of completed applications which
contain sufficient data about the family to enable the admissions
committee to make a sound determination of family needs when making enrollment
decisions.

Program A4 is fully enrolled and easily féﬁiaees Fami1ies who aiéb out

during the year: Therefore, families in the community it serves seem to

find that Program A4 services do meet their needs. It appears; however;
that Program A4 is not completely successful in enrolling those families
who are most needy by the program’s own definition. A majority of its
waiting Tist consisted of income-eligible "Type A" families, yet 12 percent
of its enrolled families were over-income. While the program’s ph€1050phy
appears to be that it is unfair to turn away needy over-income families
meeting its target "Type A" profile, a number of income=eligibla families
with a similar profile are going unserved.

Although these families may not have been recruited in time to he
recruitment strategies. Program A4 relied heavily on families .elephoning
the program in response to fly:rs; mailings and other written materials

sent out during the recruitment period. It is 56§§§B1é that more direct
contact with needy families (7.§.; doing door-to-door canvassing in target
neijhborhoods and talking with bé6p1e about Head Start) would result in

reaching more income-eligible families prior to the selection process.




PROGRAM B CASE STUDY RZPORT

This large Head Start brbgram is located in a small eastarn state. It
serves both urban and rural areas outside one of the state’s largest
citias, and has a total of 97 staff in its five centers. The central
office, in addition to the Director, has an Education/Nutrition Coordina-
tor, a Social Services/Parent Involvement Coordinator, a Health Coordinator
and a Handicap/Mental Health Coordinator. Each center has its own center
director, secretary and other support staff. There are 22 classroom teach-
ers and 22 aides, 9 home visitors, 5 family service workers; 5 nurses and
other support staff, including family service aides; a malti-component
aide, cooks snd custodians: A1l classrooms have at least one teacher who
has efther a college degree in early childhood education or a CDA creden-
tial. Average class size is 16 to 18 youngsters, and each home visitor has
a minimum of nine families with whom she works. Some other basic facts
about the program are shown in Table 1.

The pfbéram41§ funded to serve 444 youngsters. Over half of the chil-
dren are 4 years of age, 33 percent are 3 and almost 14 percent are 2 years
21d. The bulk of the Head Start program is part-cas, for ap'pro'xﬁﬁatéi y 362
children. There are 50 youngsters in the Home-Based Option and 32 in the
Locally Designed éptioﬁ (LDO). In the LDO, the youngsters are in the cen-
ter two days a week and have one home visit each week. The parfiaéy pro-
gram operates from 9:00 a.m. to 1:0C p.ii. Home-=Based youngsters have a
weekly two-hour visit and a monthly center experience.

The program is more than 50 percent Black, 33 percent White and nearly
15 percent Hispanic. Over 71 percent of the families served by the program
are single-parent, and almost 57 percent of the enrolled families are

receiving some form of public assistance. In over 72 percent of the



TABLE 1
PROGRAM B FACT SHEET

HHS Region
Area Served
Agency Type

Program Model{s) Offered

Total Funded Enrollment (1985)
Average Actual Enrollment (12/85-4/86)
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985)
Percent Enroliment by Age (Fall 1985)

2-year-olds

3-year-olds

4-year-olds

5-year-olds
Average Daily Attendance Rate (12/85-4/86)
Average Monthly Dropout Rate (12/85-4/86)
Percentage of Eligible Children Served

3-ysar-olds
4-year-olds

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten
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Non-Urban
Private, Non-profit

Std. Part Day
Locally Designed
Option
Home-Based

443
430

72
i3.

33.
52:
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80.2%
1.4%

59
95
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Families served; the mother is nct emplayed.

The Head Start headquarters are located right off a major highway and
are accessible to the Head Start families in the population center of the
area it serves in the city: It is housed in a former public school build-
ing, which may have to go back to the commanity for classroom use in the

near future because the recent baby boom is expected to increase school
enroliments again. The building also houses a daycare center, an after-

school program operated by ziother agency, a health center, an elderly cen-
ter that includes a hot meal program; and a human services program that
provides food subsidies: '

The other areas served by the Head Start program lie in the county,

outside the city; but include a population of more than 300;000; according
to the 1980 census. In this part of the state, with lare» manufacturing

industries; the effects of the 1970’s recession are still felt. Unemploy-
ment has been averaging around 8 percent in recent years. One of the major
probiems in the county is ike lack of subsidized housing. A recent newspa-
per article described the plight of welfare families try%ﬁg to 1ive on $266
per month in an area where the average two-bedroom apartient costs $331 per
month.

Table 2 shows sofie basic community demographics of low-income families
With 3- to 5-year-old children in the area served by Program B (basad on

1980 census data). The income distribution of the area served by Program B
indicates that between 21 and 25 percent of the families are below the pov-
erty level, although only 8.8 percent are actually receiving public assis-
lowest levels of the area’s income distribution, with almost half of the
enrolled families earning $4,000 per year or less.
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TABLE 2
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM B

A. Income distribution of families with 3- to 5-year-old children

L R - Percent of
[ncome Level Percent of Population Program_Enrgllment
$4,000 and under 6.8 47.4
$4,001 - 8,000 8.5 31.0
$8,001 - 11,000 6.1 11.3
$1i,001 = 13,000 _3.5 4.1
$13,001 and over 75.0 6.0
B. Percent receiving public - -
assistance: 8.8 56.9
C. Racial/ethnic distribution
vhite 53.3 33.2
Black 40.3 51.7
Hi§§iﬁic 5.2 14.8
AEiiﬁ 0.0 0.0
Native American 0.0 0.3
Other 1.3 0.0
D. Perggpt s1ng1e parent o ,
families: 57.1 71.5

E. Employment status of low-income population

1. Single-parent families

Percént employed: 443
2. Two-parent families
Percent both employed 18.2
Percent one employed 65.2
Percent neither employed 16.7
B8-69




Section C of Table 2 compares the racial/ethnic distribution of chil
dren enrclled in the program with the distribution of 3 to 5-year-old
children of Tow-income (511,000 or 1sss) families in the program’s approx-
imate service-delivery area, based on 1980 census data. Aitﬁaugﬁ the cen-
sus data are several years old; and although the census area used for this
analysis includes some areas outside of the program’s immediate service

delivery area, it appears that there may be some under-enrollment of eli-
gible Hispanic and White families and over-enroliment of Black families.
The percentage of single-parent families enrclled in the program (71.5) is

greater than the percentage among low-income families with children aged

3-5 in the community served by Program B. About 56 percent of the commu-
“ity’s low-income single parents are unemployed, and in 16.7 percent of
two-parent families neither parent is working.

One noticeable change iﬁ the ébﬁﬁuhiiy during the last Five years
reported by those interviewed was that there are naighborhoods which for-
merly contained many Head Start-eligible children ° :ch now have none.
E%tﬁéf tﬁé ?aﬁiiiés have moved fron the srea or the children are grown up,
and the people in the community are not having any more Children. There
also appears to e more unemployment in the area the program i serving, as
well as more divorce in recent years. Housing has become a concern because
spartment complexes are being converted to condos. This Timits the avail:
ability of low-income housing.

It was reported by all of those interviewed that there is a slight
increase in single-parent families, more working mothers, more child abse,
and in general, more people eligible for Head Start because of more extreme
poverty. There are more ' '*cappéa youngstars available for éhiéiiﬁéﬁt,
primarily those with - ‘sms. There are also more teenaged par-

ents. Some geographic .s are experiencing an increase in Spanish-
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speakirg fFimilies: There is also a shifting of minorities in some communi-
ties -- most]y frem the c1ty to the suburbs: These changes have made it

ecassary for Head Start to add two more c:asses, Span1sh speak1ng aides,

o

new geographic areas.

As was ment1oned prev1ous]y, the Head Start Central offices and class-
rooms which are housed in a former public school building may have to move
because the fac111ty may be taken back by the bﬁbiié schools For classroom
heused in pub]1c schooT bu1]d1ngs Head Start staff members are eoneerned
because tﬁey do not know of any other fac1]1t1es in these commun1t1es suit-

able for housing Head Start classes and administrative off1ces

The program conducts a commun1ty needs assessment annua]]y with a con-
t1nuous update, as reported by the PrograﬁvB1rector It is carried out
primarily by the Director wlth ass1stanee from the Soc1a] Services/Parent
Involvement Coordinator and the local Fam11y Service Workers. It incluuss
information from the census report, current area ﬁﬁéﬁﬁiéyﬁéﬁf information
and information from newspaper articies pertinent to the local communi-
ties.

The results of the community needs assessment are usad for program
p]ann1ng, spec1f1ca]]y for locat1ng target areas, pr1er1t1z1ng recruitment
areas, p]anning, transportation, placement of fam1]1es w1th mu1t1p1e needs,

and for mak1nv referrals to other childcare programs: It is also used for

the grant proposa] to ACYF.



Recruitment Process
The racruitment process is primarily the respansibility of the Social

Sarvices/Parent Involvement Coordinator, with the help of the local Family

Service Workers and volunteers. The volunteers are usually parents. The

various recruitment strategies, the time of year they occur and where they
occur are as follows:

Review program files and Jan. - July area-wide
Took for sibiings

Contract other agencies March - June area-wide
serving Head Start famil: -

area-wide
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Door-to-door flyers March primarily done
in area served
by Home-Based
option

Church announcements April & Mav Tocally
Posters and fiyers for stores April = June where centers
are located

Section 8 (housing) sign-up on-going localiy
areas S

Parent announcements (word March area-wide

of mouth) !

€all-ins and walk-ins Ori-going tead Start
offices

Majcr recriitment effors March-June area-wide
As can be seen, the major thrust of recruitment activities occurs
between March and June when various community outreach activities occur.

overall; the program appears to rely on indirect methods of recruiting

through the media and distribution of flyers, posters and announcem.nts.
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The most effective strategv was feit to be word of nouth by parents of

Head Sta.. youngsters Least effect1v e newspaper and TV ads -- news

spots are usually on too late at n1ght; The other childcare program staff

and pare1ts interviewed felt that; a1tﬁougﬁ the news media are the least

effective; they -ould be more efiective if there :.2re more access and more

frequent 'ds g1ven dur1ng pr1me time on TV and radio.

,c;;;,ﬁ;;,,.Z::,’ZQ:;;’,",;%%GE w:ifﬁ Oiﬁé{. A:i;,;:‘;;

§?aaf§ total enrollment comes through referrals from oihév agencies. They

rece1ve referrals through other childcare agenc1es such as the D1V1S1cn of
Social Services; AFBE; the pu511c schoo1 d1str1ct (youngsters not ready for
kindergarten); mental ealth agencies; nealth agencies (by uiagnasing pro-
?éséiéﬁéiéj; th- ven’s Protective Services; Parents Aéanynau§; foster

ch11d care anc ' social workers from the welfare office; Section 8

Hous1ng, and the daycare "3qrams that are ioused in the same Suéiaiﬁég as
Head Start: Approximately 200 letters are sent to various agencies in the
spr1ng, not1fy1ng them af Head Start recruitment: The referral procéss is
a two-way communication, with Head Start and the agencies contacting each

There is no =et number of slots reserved fu. referrals. The program

gives priority to referrals for up to 10 percent of its enroliment for

aaaaétasséa yaa;§;Eé;s, and saaé bfiariiy is given to rérérréa famiiies

Soc1a1 Serv1ces/Parent Invo1vement Coord1nator The referra]s rece1ved are
usuaiiy spec1a1 needs fam111es, hand1capped 'oungsters, ch11d abuse cases,
protect1ve services; and Span1sh fam111es Head Start w111 a1so accept

referrals for four and f1ve year olds who are old enough for pub11c schoo]
B-73
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kindeﬂgarten if eiigibie and if there is a stgned statement from i profes-
s1ona1 stat1ng that tha th'xd needs to be placed in a preschoo1 program.

A Tocal hea]th and social services agency w h1ch does hea1th and sental
screenings for low income families in the area refers families to Head
Start keep1ng Head Start app11cat1ons in tne|r of‘1ces For d1str1but1on
S1nce the brugram does a majority of the phys1cal< and dental exams for the
Head Start Program, it is aware of Head Start’s priarities It, therefore,
refers low-income families with preschoel -aged youngsters, especua]]y spe-
ciai needs families or families with handxcapped children. The Human Ser-
vice Worker at the program saw a need for at Teast 100 more hééd Start
s1ots in the commun1.y, since thera were no ether programs prov1d1ng eafly

ch11dhead edheat1en and serv1.es to low income families:

The other childca: » agency in the area received over half its revenue

%?am public funds; the rest from fees éhiréed those not éiiéiﬁ?é for sub-
sidized daycare: it aa; housed in two locations .t the same facility as
Head Start; and thus was able to mest the daycare needs sf Working Head
Stirt parents. These parents were able to enroll their children in daycare
in the afternoon after Head Start classes were over.

A need: asse sment conducted by this program po1nted out spec1a1 needs

in the area ? or 1nfant care and s1ck chi 1dcare for work1ng mothers . it
also showed an increasing need for Head Start services. The praqtam dirac-

tor ?eit that head Start shbu1\ increase 1ts enrol lment i7 order to serve
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definition for "most needy," which is families with the lowest income and

special needs. Families from these two éroups are the first to be enrolled
in the program. Handicapped yéﬁﬁééféfé, if not among the Towest in incomé,
are the nex* nriority aroup to be enrollsd. The ?biibwing surmarizes the
enroliment priorities:

1. Enrolled children returning for a second year (au® .tic)

7. Siblings of currently enrolled children (family r -t stil] be income
eligible)
3. Children already on the income eligible waiting 1ist (physical exam,

income documentation, etc., must be up-to-cate)
4. Newly recruited income eligible _children_living in target areas:
First: Handicapped children (up to 10 percent). .
Second: Special needs families (up to 10 percent)
Thifdi” Réﬁaiﬁjﬁé*éﬁilagéﬁ oot oo DDl
(Within each group, lowest income accepted first)

. Newly recruited income eligible children living in ssrvice areas,

b&t*@§£ i9:§§599§:§rg§§;;;,; DL Tl . L
First: Handicapped children (up to 10 percent)
Second: -Special needs families (up to 10 percent)
Third: = Remaining children =~~~
(Within each group, lowsst inc.-e accepted first)

6. Newly over-iiicome children iiv:3g in service areas:.

A. gfaﬁﬁfiﬁi?%és that are $1.00 to $2,000 over the income juide-
iﬁég’ e T TC [ I R .
First: Siblings of currently enrolled chiidren

. Handicapped children (up to 10 peicent)

. Children from the over-income waiting list

. Special needs families (up to 10 p=arcant)

: Remaining children

AL N

Secon m ildren..
i. ::ndicapped children (up to 10 percent)

2. tiildren from the over-income waiting list

3. Special needs families (up to 10 percent)
4 A]]'étﬁér Eﬁilgren:”",; Sl Ll o
(Within each group; lowest income accepted first)

B. From families that are $2,001 to $4,000 over the income guide-
lines. ____ __ . .
First: same as in A, above

€. Continue repeating wiih incomes $4,001 to $6,000 over the guide-
lines; then $6,001 to $8,000 over, etc.
D. Total number of over-income can never be more than 10 percent of

total enrolliment.




The “ocial SéF%%éé§/§iFéﬁf Involvement Coordinator says she trias to be
objective during the selection process using the above guidelines and any
information she can gain "if the family services worker knows something
about the family." This raises a question about how much information is
actually known about the family prior to selection. Yet the program’s
comprehensive service plan calls for the family services worker to campiété
income documentation, records of the child’s physicai, handicabi reisase
of records; and the child’s health racord, emergency information form and
transportation permission form prior to ?brwardihg the comnlated applica-

tion to the SS/PI Coordinator for selection.

Two master waiting 1ists are maintained, sne for income-eligible
fanilies and one For over-income eligible families. Classroom assignments
are fiade by the diiector at the center nearest to where the child 1ives.
The children 1?9%65 in the area served by the &ou:z-iased program may be
enrolled in a center program if the parents pr.:is: iransportation.

Enrolled families at this site appeared to be more needy than waiiing
were available at the time of the site visit shows that the median income

of waiting 1ist families was $4,000 higher than that of enrolled families,

and it is significant that only 8.6 percent of the enrolled families were
over-income as compared to 62 percent of the waiting list families.
Seventy-two percent of the enrolled families were hsaded by singiézbarénts
as compared to 46 Eé?ééﬁf of the Wi%fiﬁé list families, and 57 sercent of
enrolled families were on public assistance; compared with 33 percent of
those on tha waiting 1ist: There was little difference in age or ethnic

distribution of enrolled snd waiting 1ist families.



Staff Fepdrts no prob1em in f1111ng the program s]ots W1th income-

eligible children and that enrolled over-income families usua11y have spe-
cial needs or are handicapped. They report having a waiting lis* for all
centers éiéép% for the Home-based Program Staff members say that parents
be11eve they are not gett1ng as many hours of service in the Home based

Program sind that more is required of them than wou' d be of center based

parents; The home based option is the on]y ors offered to fam111es in a
certa1n geographic area unless they can transport the1r ch11dren to a cen-

ter. If some parents are dissat1sf1ed with the Home based Program, the
program m1ght consider ways to provide parants in that area with an ept1on

more sui ted to their needs or set d1fferent cr1ter1a for assigning families

Th1s studv est1mates that about 58 percent of the e11g1b1e 3- y ar- o1ds
and 95 percent of the e11g1b1e 4-year otds are current1y be1ng served by
Efagrsm é (see chapter IV -- F1nd1ngs From the In- Depth Study) This con-
traSts With th ;rcept1ons of program staff who believe the program is
ser in  auly 2v pe‘cent of the 11g1b1e populat1on Other service prov1d-

ers in the area also ind--* & need for more Head Start services basad on
experience and on a Jocal nee;s assessment.

Head Star* staff thought that if the program were to enroll more ef th
most needy,’ recru1tment would oe an 1ncreas1na problem as such fam111es
are more d1ff|cu1t to find, 1dent1fy arid enro]] ataff members also said
there would need to be more transporta+1on services Tor yodﬁgftéfs and

h1gher costs for Home-based staff travel as the program moved fur:. ‘r out

1nto the rura] areas in an attempt to 1dent1fy more Tow-income families

The staff reported that; occasionally, zible families are not
envol1ed for any one of the fo;uow1ng reasons:
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There were no openings at the time of appl-cation

There were more appropriate placements; especially for severely
handicapped youngsters

The family was not on the Head Start bus line and unable to work

into a transportation pool with other parents

o Parents wanted a fiil-day program

Program staff members report that sometimes families decline to enroll
their voungsters in Head Start because of some of these same reasons: they
can’t provide transportation for their child and the family is not on the
Hsad Start bus line. Ancther reason given was that families in the area
served by the home-based option prefer center-based but cannot transport
their children and thus decline to enroll them. Oc.asionally; a family
will be interastad initially, but jater lose interest or dacice their child
is too young. Parents may alca 9o to wirk ari oot for other childcare ser-

vices that provide i.l1 daycare.

SEfaidiacs i 5iiiiiien

Attendance records are kept by classroom teachers and home visitors.
The records are in each Head Start Center office and turned in to the
Social Servic's/Parent Involvement Coordinator at the grantee bffiCé.
Attendance sheets record the total daily attendance and avseices, with
documentation of reascns for excused absencss. The criteria used for
excused absence are as follows:

¢ Prolonged il1ness

. _ﬁosbitaiizatioh

o Eviction

e Transportation problems beyond parents’ control



Parent hal z weztri ao;a,q mﬂﬁt ov a change in job schedule
which required thas wep the cnild home

o Fire
The program estimates i "t its attendance rate is 85 percent, alth.ugh
there are times when it gres balow that figure, such as during the flu epi-
demic this year. The Social Services staff persons contact the Fami1y
after three days of absences, either by phone, by mail or with a home v1s1t
to determ1ne what the prob]em is. They try to f1nd out if there is some-

tth that they can do to assist the famﬂy Five missed visits are

a11owed in the Home based Program, but there is no term1natton po11cy If
staff members are unab?e to contact a fam11y sfter three missed visits, a

warning is given. 4igh absenteeism appears to occur in families with mul-
tiple pr lems, especially health probiems.
If 2 family does not respond to inquiries about a child’s absencs after

5 cunsecutive absences; the ~~ild may be dropped from the program. A child
will alsu be dropped if there i::
e Lack of an up-to-date physical as required by the state :icense;

. Youngster not toilei-trained and parents unw1111ng to work with

the staff;

Child with. behav1or prob]ems, if parents refuse to allow or seek

professional help;

Parents made false sts?ements on their application.

.
httendance 1nformat1on is used for report ng to ACYF for school-1unch

program documentat1on, and fov month1y ra orts and mon1tor1ng

for a se1ected week each month from Becember to Apr11 The average atten-
dance rate for that per1od was 80.2 for the center-based program, in sp1te

of bad weather in January and February dur1ng the weeks samp1ed The Home-

based program had a7 percent rate of comp1et1ng scheduled home visits



over tie peciod: OF the visits not completed; 33:2 percent were cancell=d
}b, the f¢m11y, 17:6 5éréént were made but the fan 1y was not at home, and

for 4°c percent either some other reason was g1ven OF NO reason was pro-

vided for the missed visit: Since the program is concerned about the
desirability of continuing the home-based option; more detailed records on
the reasons for missed home visits would be useful for evaluating problems
with the program.

Children are enro]led up until the end of April. This cut-off date
g1ves new youngsters a minimum of 30 days in the program, and 2- and
§-year olds can raturn the fo]]ow1ng year

The proqram (both center based and home-based) had a tota] of 36 drop-

(6 8 peréent) over the five months surveyed £6.7 peréent of those aFab-

piné out moved from the area. Th' rty percen' were drooped because of

excessive :ssences and 6.7 percent had tra: sportatlon nroblems. Such

prob]ems are more 11ke14 ta occur in co]d weatner, accord1ng Lo tne soc1al
SérViées/Pérent Inscivement caaiaiﬁafai; bucause the ?éﬁiiy car brez:s down
or it becomes harder for the p.rents ta get oui Gf rural areas to transport
children. In only oie case did a family urop out to place its child in

public schools; anotl ar parent raquestad the drop for personal reasons that

were not spec1f1ed

The program staff interviewed said that most families who drop out are

eiteer from the Home-based program or do nci live on *4e Head Start bus-

line: As was stated before, staff are ccacerned with the numier of péFéﬁfg
72 #ome-based 110 drop out because t iy say parents do not li‘e the pro-
gram  Clearly if there is : probiem of this nature, the program should be

avaliictad to sz. 77 the aroblem ies with iead Start staff, parent undar-



standing of the program, or with needs of families in the area which could

be better met under another option.

Program B's coord1na icn of services w1th local daycare agencies hocséd
in the same facili '+ with Head Start 111ustrates a viable approach to
meeting the needs “! 'n.d Start parents for full-day childcare. These
kinds of arrangeme . re somewhat volatile, however, as the facilities may
not cont11ue to be ava11a51e for Head Start use if the public schools need

to i« their bu11dings aga1n

The program had a number of concerns about the viability of continuing
its home- based opt1on There have been attendance and dropout problems

w1th that opt1on, and some parents are dec11n1ng to enro]] the1r ch11dren

in the hume-based program Hﬁen opt1ons that were 1nst1tuted to meet a

evaluate the reasons and to take steps to address the prob]ems

It may be 1nstruct1ve to exam1ne bot' *é recru1tment strateg1es used

gram options The chief recrU1tment strateg1es used by the program 1nvo1ve

d1str1but1ng written mater1als and using the med1a More d1rect approaches

to recru1tment, such as canvassing certain areas 2nd ta1k1ng to 1nd1v1dua.

fam111es, may he]p fam111es understand the options ava11ab1e Because
transportat1on is a major expense in a 1arge geographic area, geograph1c
location of fam111es has been a major cons1derat1on in dec1d1ng which pro-
gram option a E‘miiy will be enrolled in. Staff reported that some families
dec11ne or are refused enro11ment or are unable to enroll in the part cular

program opt1on they want because or transportat1on factors; Meet1ng these

needs would, however, require a reallocation of program resources.



PROGRAM C CASE STUDY

The Program c Head Start program is funded through a pyzvate. non-
prof1t organization estab11shed seven vsars ago to run Head Start in f1ve
counties in a southwestern state Twent, vears ago, Head Start was funded
through the commun1ty act1on program (cAP) However; when the CAP was

defunded "due to local po'ht1cs;'i commun1ty support for Head Start resulted

in the delegate agency cont1nu1ng the Head Start program The program is
funded to serve 774 children, 576 in center-based and 198 in home-based
progrous. These and other busic facts about the orogram are shown in
Table 1.

ﬂa mgm Féeéivéé éipanSion gasat; in both 1983-84 and 1984-85. The

to 774' 1he expans1on g.ants cover only d1rect serV1ce staff for the add1-

c1a11sts because of the addit1ona1 supporc services they must prov1de ni h

ne increase in staff1ng

Program E operates 19 centers; eleven of which have a combination home-

based and variations in center attendance optton' Center classes are in
session four days ser week for 4 1/2 hours p per day (genera11y between

8.36 a:m: and 1:00 p;m;); One day each week (e1ther Monday or Fr1day)
classes are not helc and the center is used for workshops, parent involve-
ment or staff meetings Because of a lz.k of space, two classrooms ofer
douhi ’ess: ns. Home Start prov1des aCh fam11y w1th 33 home v1s1ts per

ear 1astf”g 1 1/2 hours per visit. A m1nimum of e1ght "socializations"

&

per year are also proV1ded Some home oased ch11dren also attend center

B-82

285



TABLE 1
PROGRAM € FACT SHEET

RHS Region Ix

Area Served Urban and Rural
Agency Type Private;, Non-nrofit

Preoram Model (s) Offered Std. Part Day
Double session

lome-Based

Total Funded Enrcliment (Fai 1985) 774
Average Actual Enrollment (1./85 -3/86) 770

o
.
<
g
[y
S
1]
X
|
'S a
7]
L
oo
W LU

Average Daily Attendance Rate (12/85-3/86) 85.1

Average Monthly Dropout Rate (12/85-2/86) 1.0
Percentage ¥ Eligible Children Served
4-year-clds ' 17
5-year-oids 10

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten ' No




classroows once each month: Classrooms average 16 to 26 children for two
classroom staff: Home visitors have a weekly home visit load of about 9
families:

Enrolled children are mainly Hispanic (78 percent); but also include
White children (12 percent), Blacks (7 percent), Asian {1 percent) and

Native Americans (3 percent). The majority of the children are served the
year just prior to entering pi'lic school. Since the schools require chil-
dren to be § years ¢ o by Sestsiber 1, Head Start has a sizable number of
children turn five - . . enroliment in its pre-kindergarten classes. The
enrollnent at the tine of the visit consisted of 34.3 percent 5-year-olds,
8.3 percent 4-year-o1ds and 7.5 percent 3-year-olds: Approximately 37

percent of the Head Start families are single-parent Fawilies; 61 percent
are two-parent families; about 1:5 percent of the childien live with

another relative; and less than 1 percent are in fosfer care.
The program employs 155 staff including 30 teachers and teacher aides,

29 home visitors, 20 cooks and bus drivers and various healt  social ser-

vices; special needs coordinators; education coordinators and central
offize support staff. Twenty-eight teachers; aides or home visitors have a
CDA: Four have a four-year early childhood degree; two nave a two-year

early childhood degree: Twenty-two classrooms have a teacher with a CDA.
Twelve classroom teachers were new to the n=s=='= in 1985. Seven home vis-
jtors are new (6 due to a newlv funded w; ant). Fiva staff mem-

bers are naw to supervisory roles.

Program C serves i sprawling urban area as well as target cumninities

o

between the city and the Mexican border, creating a service area c.vering
large geographic are~ with the farthest center located 166 miles fro- the
main office. The fégibh had experienced the loss of some major employers

and cuts in health and social services. A major manufacturer, Leer Jst,
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closed 1ts p]ant, and the copper 1ndustry had co11apsed As a resu1t
there was an increase in the "temporar11y poor Federal funds that had
proV1ded services such as soup kttehens and shelters had decreased and the
services cut back or e11m1nated The State Bepartment of Economtc Securtty
(DES) had raised the incofme 1»»&1 for e]tg1b111ty fo* subs1d1zed medical
care and had raised rat s for -ubsidized daycare~ EES also requtred par-
ents who were subs1d1zed for  _ycare to work or be enrol.ed in a tra1n1ng
program
Tab1e 2 shows some bas1c commun1ty demograph1cs of the lew income fari-

11es w1th 3— to 5-year- old ch-1dren 1n the area s ’ved by Pregram C (based
on 1980 census aafa) The income distribution of the communtty served by
Program C 1nd1cates that there is a h1gh p:oport1on of 1ow-1income tam111es
in the service deiivery area. The income distribution of enrn11ed Fami-
lies 1nd1cates the nrogram is serving fam111es frOm the madd1e to upper end

of the 1ow-1ncome popuTat1on

Sect1on c of Tab]e 2 compares the racia]/ethntc dtstr1button of chil-

ch11dren of 1ow-1ncome (511 BBB " 1ess) families in the program s approit-
mate service-deltvery srea; based - _ 30 census data. Aithoogh the census
data are several years old; and alt“nugh the census area used for this ana-
1y§i§ ihél’b’ééé géaé s;asg 66%3%&6 of the program's immed:ate service aam-
White fam111es than ex1sts in the 1ow income popu]at1on of the area and is

under enro]11ng e]ig1b1e Hispanic families. The percentage of sung]e-

parent fami]ies enro]]ed in the program (36 7) is anly sl1ght1y h1gher than
the percentage among 1ow- income fam111es w1th ch11dren aged 3-5 in the com-

mun1ty served by Program C. A hign percentage (44 4) of the s1ng]e parents

é).“'-\-‘



TABLE 2
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM C

A: Incom: distribution of families with 3- o 5-year-old children

- Percent of

Peeeram:farellment

4.

28:

16.
7.
6.

S ,‘ DL

$4,000 and under 7
$4,001 - 8,000 10.
$8,001 - 11,000 11
$13,001 and over 64.

LA
™ OYVIOY OV
Omtamw

B. Percen it receiving public -
assistance: 5.4 39:.5
C. Racial/Ethnic Distribution
White 42.7 11:6
éiack éé 3;8
Hispanic 445 78.1
Asian 1.5 0:9
Native American 2.9 2.7
Other W 0.0
D. Percent singie-parent .

families: 32.4 36.7

Employment status of low-income population

mi:

Single-parent families )
Pereent emp]oyed 55:6

P
.

N

Two parent fam111es,m, - 7
Percent both_ employed 20.
7

Percent neither empioyed




in the community are unemployed and about 10 percent of the two-parent fam-
" ilies have neither parent employed.

Staff members interviewed agreed that there had been an increase i
single-parent families and teenaged single parents over the last five

years. In many of the areas served there had been an increase in the num-

ber of preschool-aged children but in others there had been a decrease.
Peverty and unemployment :had increased in recent years. There had been a
general increase in working mothers, although for Hispanic families the

number had stayed more or less the same. Familizs in the area were exper-

iencing more problems with obtaining adequate food, clothing and furniture.

Medical services were more difficult to obtain. Child sexual abuse seeried
a growing problem although some falt this could be due to increased aware-
ness of the problem. The ethnic composition in the communities was rela-

tively stable except for a small decrease in the number of Black families.

For the most part, the same geographic areas had remained poor, while the

poor families tended to move among them.

The demand for daycare had been steadily increasing. Both DES and the

Unitad Way subsidized daycare for working parents or those in training.

Other daycare providers saw Head Start as the primary program for very

Tow-income families in which at least one parent didn’t work: Head Start
was also seen as a program for working parents who had a handicapped pre-
schooler; although there were a number of other agencies serving handi-

capped children of that age:

Comminity Needs Assessment Process

The program conducts its community needs assessment on a three-year

cycle. In the first year a complete needs assessment is conducted. For

the next two years, the needs assessment is updated. (The next full-scale



assessment was scheduled for January 1986.) Two types of needs assessments
are aaaé .- &émoé'{-ipﬁié aﬁa social. ra; thé aémaéiipﬁ%é 5.&51551-5 asia &Fé
school 'd'iSti"i'Ct' DES and dthéi' agencies that Stlidf’ the communities’ need
for services. For the social analysis, questionnaires are sent to commu-
nity agencies; parents and staff.

The commun1ty needs assessment is conducted from January to Apr1l lhe
analys1s considers siich faetors as ethn1e group d1str1but1ons, coneentra-
tions of poverty, ava1lab1l1ty of transportat1on, health, mental health
childcare; and employment and tra1n1ng servxees, unemployment, and levels
of education. The Director has major respon51b1l1ty for the needs assess-
ment. Other central office staff help in comp1l1ng 1nformat1on Teachers,
home educators and component coordinators (e g.; spee1al needs, educat1on,
social serv1ces, health) assist in the development of the quest1onna1res

The commun1ty needs assessment is reviewed with the pol1cy council and
the board of directors and used for planning and setting goals, establish-
ing recruitment priorities and developing plans for expansion In the
past, the needs assessment h s provided the opportun1ty to work w1th other
agenC1es to coordinate services, for example, prov1d1ng services for the
grow1ng number of teenaged s1ngle parents; The latest needs assessment had

resulted in the follow1ng goals be1ng set by the Head Start Program

1. Provide health services for families not el1g1ble

for Bepartment of Economic Secur1ty (DES) subs1dy

of child abuse support systems

3. Londuct add1t1on, parent educat1on to upgrade sk1lls

and assist in JOb hunt1ng

developfa closer relat1onsh1p with the local school
district.
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Head Start staff members felt that the demographic data available were
suspect, out-of-date and not related to their information needs. For
example; information was lacking on how many poor families have transporta-
tion and on which of the lowest income families are employed. Information
was not broken out for low-income families with preschool children. In the
rural areas there was no information availabie.

Overall, staff felt that the formal needs assessment process still
required the "personal context" in order to be méan%ugfuiiy iniérﬁrétéd.

The needs assessment process was seen mnore as formalizing "what we already

On the basis of the community needs assessment, ié?gét areas (spééi?ié
geographic Tocations) are identified or reconfirmed and program options
(e:g. home-based versus center-based, bilingual) are determined. A §uivéy
and Recruitment Plan is written or revised. Maps of the target area are
marked: In January of the following year, staff and parents are trained in
preparation for recruitment.

The specific recruitment activities conducted each month are as
follows:

February Staff and parents conduct door-to=door
recruitment.

March Center staff advertise by radio and T.V.
March The Director distributes press releases.

March The Parent/Social Services Coordinator
contacts other agencies.

Head Start staff and parents conduct door-to-door recruitment in each
target neighborhood. Teachers, aides, home educators, cooks; bus drivers

" and other staff from that neighborhood’s center; wearing Head Start tee
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shirts and driving Head Start vans, b]anket the neighborhood ta]king to
parents and distributing information. If parents are interested Head
Start staff ask for confidential information to verify the fam11y 3

income eligibility and also dociment chi1d immunizations and phy51cai
exams. Each team spends two to three days canva551ng the target neighbor-

hood Team members exp]ain the program and answer questions If no one is

home they leave printed information. As applications come 1n to each cen-

ter, the Pare t/SoCial SerVices staff monitor them for completeness,

including doeumentation of eligibility
The Head Start staff and the parent on the PoTicy n uncii fe]t that

door to-door recruitment is the mast successfui sfrategy ‘acros: the
board;“ As a result of this effort the staff "know where the families are;
know who is most likely to participate and can start the enrollment process
right away.® The parent on the Policy Council felt that all of the
recrUitment strategies worked together to "make an impression for Head
Start in the community, including word-of- mouth from peop]e familiar with

Head Start Program C staff felt that the 1east sueeessful strategy was
T V and radio announcements. For the most part peop]e that responded to
T.V. and radio ads were over income and tended to resent Eeing told they
were not eligible "We pay your salaries," they sometimes said to Head
Start staff when told their family didn’t qualify

The target populations for recruitment are young, single parents, His-
panic families, handicapped children, families with the lowest income,
4-year-olds for center-based and 3-year-olds for Home Start.

The home-based option was designed to be a feeder program for the cen-
ters. However, a recent regionai office review raised questions about pro-
viding more than one yéar of service exc ept for families that have "docu-

mented service needs.” As a result, Program C staff reported shifting
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emphasis for home-based recruitment to high risk 3-year-oid§ who can attend
for two years: The program felt that two yéars - one in home-basec
(termed the "parent empowerment® model) and one in center-based (focusing
on the child’s developmental needs) -- were important for “iéé%%ﬁg eﬁéﬁge“
and had requested regional office consideration of a two-year ﬁaiiéy for
families other than those with severe needs.

In a letter to the regional office regarding the multiple year policy,
the Director wrote:

To Took at only the need ta serve the maximum number

of children without also addressing the need to.

effect lasting change would be short sighted and

potentially damaging to Head Start.
Until the reg%onai office réspéhdé&; the program was recruiting only high-
risk 3-year-olds.

The Head Start Director feit that éétéiﬁiﬁiﬁg which children and fami-
lies would benefit most was "tricky." Program staff members would not want
to enrcll a child if they felt they couldn’t provide the appropriate level
of services, for example to a severely handicapped child. ﬁéwévéf; the
program would take the neediest first rather than a child that would "zip

through." The Nirector and the Parent/Social Services Coordinator both

cited research that influenced their analysis of who would benefit most.
Research suggested that one year in the program resulted in the most gains
and in subsequent years comparable gains were not made. Therefore, they
targeted pre-kindergarten children for center-based sites to provide ser-
vices that would prepare them for public school envollment. For parents,

ho ever, staff felt that one year was not enough. "It takes 2 to 3 years

for it all to happen for parents;” the PSS Cocrdinator said: Therefore the
program encouraged families to enroll other children in subsequent years.

The research also suggested that early intervention with high risk children
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provided greater gains, so they target high risk families and allow high
risk children to p?rticipate for twc years.
ApproX1mate1y 30 to 35 percent of the fam111es enro11ed in the program

in 1985 were cons1dered "most needy." Gf those, 25 pereent were high risk
fam111es and 16 peréeht were héhoioapped: If the program were to serve more
of the most needy, more staff would be required to provide social services.
Currently, social services staff provide services on an emergency-only
basis. With more "most needy" families, interviewees felt that staff burn-
out (which was already high for social services staff ard home educators)
wou'ld 1ncrease, operat1ng costs would increase, dropouts would increase and
attendance rate.

The program has no d1ff1cu1ty f1111ng funded s1ots w1th age e11g1b1e

ch11dren and income- e11g1b1e fam111es, a1though staff report that in some

(3- year -0lds in homa-based; # year -o0lds in center based) In some rura1
areas where there aren’t enough 4-year-olds, 3-year-olds are aééigheo to
the centers. If a center is full, 4-year-olds are assigned to home-based.
When an opening exists, the 4-year-old is transferred to the center; and

the home educator picks up another family from the waiting list.

Approximatelv 10 = 15 percent of the families enrolled 'n Head Start

are referred by other agencies. Families are referred through child pro-

tective services, DES, heaith and mental health agencies, agencies that

work with the hand1capped such as Dev 1opmenta1 D1sab111t1es, and occa-
S1ona11y through other childcare agenci"s A community food bank also

refers femi]ies. The program rarely receives referrals through the 1oca1
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school district but when it does the referrals are children the d1str1ct

The Parent/Soc1a1 Services Coordinator said that Head Start targets a num-
ber of young parents of age eligible ch11dren a‘ter they complete a public
schoo]s' teenaged parent program for low-income families.

The Parent/Social Services Coordinator and the Special Needs Coordina-
tor contact many community agencies to "network” and recruit fam1]1es The
agencies a]so contact the program w1th referrals. Pr1or1ty is g1ven to
hand1capped ch11dren who are referred to Head Start In some cases spec1a]

consideration is g1ven to referred fam111es, for examp1e, mu1t1 proBlem

and ch11d protect1ve referra]sf The program makes referrals for families

who need daycare and sper1a1 serv1ces for the hand1capped (Nd records are

kept on the number of referrals. ) The Coordinators expect referred par-
ents to contact the agency themselves and in so déing to become more
Fesponsible:

Whiie Head Start has no formal arrangements for after school daycare,

the program does try to work through the city Association for Childcare in

the one urban area served by the program, to place children in certified

daycare homes or other childcare programs. There is money available

(between $9 and $12, for four hours of daycare through the state) to assist

Tow income wéié%aa families with asyese costs. Head Start buses children

to daycare after the Head Start day is over

The Parent/Soc1a1 Services Coordinator repn'téd that at some centers

there is 1ncreas1ng compet1t1on between daycare centers serv1ng low-1ncome

fam111es and Head Start; She said there are at least four programs that

serve preschoo] -aged 1ow-1ncome children thréﬁgh state ﬁ&ﬁéy The 5n51%e
schdpls have 2 federal grants; one to serve hand1capped 3~5-year-6id§; the
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othar serving emot1ona11y hand1capped preschoo1 ch11dren These programs,

however, do not prov1de the hea]th and social services to fam111es wisich

Head Start offers

city. The demand for daycare had increased largely due to increasing num-
bers of single-parent families: Another reason for the increased need for
daycare in some areas was that in the area where the copper mines had
closed; more Hispanic mothers had gone to work to help support their fami-
lies. Fees that families pa1d for subsidized daycare had risen from $1.00
per day to $4.75 per day. DES had also raised the income level used to

determine eligibility for subsidized daycare.

,,,,,: T

ééésusé Program C serves so many children in such a Targe geograph1c

area and wants to ensure that it enrolls the most needy, 1t has a carefu11y

worRed out p1an for ensur1ng that a11 fam111es who app]y have completed all

app11cati6n requirements prior to the selection process. The 5arent/§OCia1
Services Coordinator said that pr1or to the 1mp1ementat1on of this plan,
many of the neediest families were not enrolled because they had not com-
pleted the required immunizations and 5ﬁy§ies1 exams prior to selection.
Once completed applications have been received and- checked By the
Parent/Social Services staff at each center, children needing phys1ca1s and
1mmun1zat1ons are bused to spec1a1 c11n1cs set up by the program (usua11y
r11), where necessary 1mmun1zat1ons and phys1ca1s are eomp1eted If

these are not completed in the spring, selection for that center is delayed

until fall.
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The next step in preparat1on for se1ect1on is For the teachers and home

educators to fill out screening 1nstruments with 1nformat1on about fam11y

Start, and 1nformat1on regard1ng fam11y prob]ems, ch11d spec1a1 needs and
so on. The Parent/Soc1a1 Serv1ees staff meets with the education staff to
tra1n them on the use of the screen1ng instrument . They also check each
for comp]eteness before the selection committee meets. ouiiﬁé screening,

e11g1b1e children are assigned to classrooms according to aée, §eographic

locat1on and needs. The Selection Committee decides which children from a
pool of applicants will he selected for those classroom siots. Coded
screen1ng 1nstruments are g1ven to the parents on the selection comm1ttee
Usua11y selection occurs in Apr11 and May, and waiting 1ists for eaeh
classroom are established at that time.

In se1ecting ch11dren, there is no limit to the number of subsequent

s1b11ngs that can be enrolled in the program {n fact, staff members pre-
fer return1ng fam111es bacause they feel that a eont1nu1ng experience ﬁég a
more beneficia] long term effect on the family. The parent on the Board of
D1rectors prev1ded a good exaiiple of th1s Her o]dest ch11d now 13; and
three adopted or anter ch11dren had attended Head Start wh1ch meant she
had been inroired w1th the program for ten years. Now; as preS1dent of the
Board of Directors and a new rec1p1ent of an associates degree, she p1nned
her success on the Head Start program. "I have come this far because Head
Start made me feel 1ike I could do it," she said.

The program does nut exceed the guideline that 10 percent of enroliment
can be over-income fam111es, and had 6 percent over-income in December
1985. Some over-income fami1ies are returning fami]ies whose income has
increased since they were first enrolled. For returntng families, income

can not exceed Head Start guidelines by more than $5000.



After {né s;iéet%aﬁ e’émiﬁ{tt'e’e méet's,— letters are seat to selected
fam111es Fo]]ow up by te]ephone is done to ver1fy that Families will
part1c1pate Bur1ng the summer months when center s<aff are "laid off,"
central off1ce staff take over to cont1nue the enrollment process

In the fa]] teachers and home educators assist parents in comp]et1ng
reQuired forms; Members of the recruitment staff conduct a parent inter-
view, and an orientation meeting is held in early September for enrolled
?5ﬁ%i%és The or1entation session was designed by the PSS Coordinator and

educat1ona1 staff of the program, and is delivered by the center staff and

home educators at each site: After enrollment; parents attend three child

deve]opment education sessions that are based on the program’s education
component and 1nc1ude bu11d1ng se]f-concepts talking and 11sten1ng and
1nc1denta] teach1ng The program also has a ch11d/parent day for a]] fam1-
1ies. Ch11dren who will attend centers are phased in by groups of ten over
a Foor:day period

Most programs in the area served have wa1t1ng 11sts B?aaésﬁ € limits
the number of families p]aced on the wa1t1ng lTists to those théy think
w111 be enrolled plus a "small cush1on " approx mate]y half of each cen-
tar’s tota] s]ots Wa1t1ng 11sts are long in the fa]] but géhér511y By
spr1ng an fam111es are enrolled The program staff members felt strong]y
that they shou]dn t get the hopes up for families they won t be ab]e to

serve. Fam111es a]most a]wavs agree to be p]aced on a wa1t1ng 11st but

most are concerned about the 11ke11hood of be1ng enrolled: "What are the

chances?" they usua]]y ask.

There were pprox1mate1y 226 ch11dren on the tota] wa1t1ng 11sts from
all centers. A compar1son of the eharacter1st1cs of enro]]ed and waiting
fam111es shows that the med1an income of wa1t1ng Tist fam111es was approx1-

mately Sl 000 Tower than that of enro]]ed families.: F1fty-two percent of
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the waiting 1ist families were single-parent families as compared to 36.7
percent of the enrolled families. Homeoer, a higher percentage of enrolled

families | (39 5) were rece1v1ng pub11c asststance than were wa 1t1ng 11st

%éﬁi1iés (25*1)* There was a s11ght1y h1gher percentage of over-income
families enrolled (6 4) than on the wa1t1ng list (2 2) In compar1ng
ehroiied and wa1t1ng 1ist fam111es, it seems that overa]l wa1t1ng list
families are somewhat more needy than enrolled fam111es

Thts study estimates that Program C is currently serv1ng 17 percent of
the e11g1b1e 4-year -olds in 1ts service delivery area, yet the program
reported d1ff1cu1ty recru1t1ng enough 4-year -o1ds in 1985 The Parent/
Social Servtces Coordinator reported that the program had to keep recru1t1ng
4-year-olds until October that year in order to fi11 all the slots . <r that
age group By December the wa1t1ng 11st had 63 4-year- olds on it; but
ﬁéaiiy 72 percent of the list was 3=year*olds

Even though there are est1mated to be large numbers of eltgtble 4- year-
olds in the service de]ivery area who are not enrolled in Head Start; the
pFagiaﬁ has identified Speciftc target areas W1th1n the F1ve -county area.
It would be 1mpo551b1e to serve the entire area W1thout a cons1dera51e

1ncrease in resources The program could, however, eons1der whetﬁer it

needs to change the Tocation of some of its centers or redefine bus routes
in order to serve families not currently be1ng recriited because Head Start

transportation is not access1b1e to them.

Unt11 the prevtous year when the feﬂerai po11cy changed Program C

counted ch11dren with excused absences as present Some s1tes had diff1;

cu1ty ma1nta1n1ng the 85 percent attendance standard at times. This yeari

staff worked part1cular1y hard to increase attendance by exp1a1ning to par-
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ents the 1mportance of attendance to the Head Start program s fund1ng iﬁ

some cases programs over- enro]]ed ch11dren to mainta1n at 1east 85 percent

attendance. Teachers didn’t particuiariy like to over-enroll children in
their classrooms because on days when all children are in attendance there
would be too many children for the teacher and aide to handle. In addi-
tion, there was concern that state reguiationé on class size or staff-child
rat1o m1ght be v1o]ated

Specia] needs and h1gh r1sk ch11dren tend to have the h1ghest rates of

absentee1sm The attendance po11cy ca]]s for dropp1ng a child after 15

consecut1ve days of absence However, the s1te rare]y drops a fam11y

to absences Staff members fe]t that h1gh risk and spec1a1 needs children

rates lower the average dai]y attendance. "The truth is we’d go out of

comp]iance to help a family;" a key staff person said. oﬁiéﬁé the Séiiaa

December 1985 to Apr11 1986 two families were dropped for poor attendance

In one case the parent had not responded to program 1nqu1r1es concern1ng a

child hospitalized with a
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For the home-based components, the po11cy is to drop a famiiy after
three missed visits. Home educators leave two "missed you" Tetters and
attempt to reach the family to determine what the problem is. During the

per1od surveyed three fam111es were dropped by the program because of
missed home visits.

The data corroborated staff percept1ons that those who move but don’ t
transfer account for the major1ty of the dropouts Staff also report that

occas1ona11y (three to four times per year), a family drops out because the



parents disagree with a teacher or have an unpleasant experience. One
parent took h1s ch11d out of the program when he heard the nurse had
exam1ned h1s daughter S neck and armpits and was conv1nced the program
thought his daughter had herpes.

In ééﬁéeéi there seemed to be no part1cu1ar fam11y characteristics
that ﬁéﬁia %déntify fami]ies that dropped out. Younger parents were
thought to move around more, but usually they transferred to other centers.

Attrition is highest in September and during the Christmas vacation.

Program c made r1gorous attempts to meet Head Start po11cy even when
the solutions were difficult for the program staff. In order to meet da11y
average attendance requ1rements, programs were over- enro]led wh1ch placed
a burden on teachers When the needs asse sment 1dent1f1ed low income tar-
get areas that were unserved the program app11ed for expans1on grants,
a]though no add1t1ona1 centra] off1ce Parent/Soc1a1 Services staff cou]d be
hired

The program made efforts to ensure that the most needy fam111es who
app11ed had comp]eted the 1mmun1zat1ons and phys1ca1s requ1rea for enroll-
ment by ho]d1ng spec1a1 c11n1cs For all app11cants , Furtﬁér, it had an
extens1ve screen1ng 1nstrument to ensure that the se1ect1on comm1ttee had
enough 1nformat1on on apn11cants to select the most needy into the program

Fam111es on a number o? 1nd1cators, 1nc1ud1ng med1an income and the per-
centage of fam111es who are s1ng1e parent Perhaps th1s is because age and
sex of ch11d; child ethnicity, and geograph1c location of the ?5&%19 in
relation to transportation, the location of centers or home visitors are
also important selection factors.



Although only 17 percent of the eligible 4-year-olds in the catchment
area were enrolled in preschool programs, some Head Start centers were hav-
ing trouble recruiting enough of that age group. Program C serves an enor-
mous, largely rural avea in Which families are spread out over great dis-

tances. Without knowing where these families are concentrated, it is
impossible to say what an appropriate course of action migﬁt Be: However;
target neighborhoods for recruitment, or the location of centers and bus

Foutes, may need to be reevaluated by the program in order to enable it to

serve more of the needy 4-year-olds in its catchment area:
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PRGGRAH D EASE STUDY REPORT

The Program and_Cof

Loeated in Southern California in a beautiful vaiiey surrounded by

mounta1ns th1s rural Head Start Program is operated by a 1ocal school

d1str1ct; It offers home-based 1nstruct1on to 24 families and standard

part-day double session school-based ciasses to 96 chiidren: Seventy=five

children are totally funded by Head Start and 45 reéeive state preschool

funds. At the time of the s1te v1s1t. the program was serv1ng 121 chil-

dréﬁf 38 of whom were aged 3 and 83 of whom were & years old. These and

other program facts are shown in Table 1.
The home-based prégram families haoe 6ne 90-minute visit each week, as

well as a three-hour center day session once a month. Center=based classes

‘have about 16 children to-every two adults. fhe home=based program was

adopted to serve 3-year-olds, where there was a need for it, 1nclud1ng
children of Span1sh speak1ng families des1r1ng and needing English expo-
sure. Double sessions were chosen for the center=based classes to address
the problem of insufficient classroom spacs. Program staff estimate the
program is serv1ng 95 percent of the e11g1ble populat1on. Th1s is corro-
borated by the est1mates obtained for this study wh1eh 1ndicate that the
program is serving 97 percent of those eligible. Further, taken together,
Head Start and the state preschool program are eétimatea to be serving
virtually all of the el1g1b1e 3- and 4-year-olds in the area. Enroiled
families are about evenly divided between those of White and Hispan1r
background with smaller numbers of Nat1ve Amer1can families also partiéi-
pating.

The Program 5 s1xt~en staf? members reflect the ethnic diversity of the
families they serve, and eight of them are Head Start parents: The
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TABLE 1
PROGRAM D FACT SHEET

HHS Region IX
Area Served Riral

Agency Type School System

Program Model (s) Offered Stds Part Day
Double Sessions

Home-Based

Total Funded Enrollment (Fali 1985) 751

H

Average Actual Enrollment (12/85-4/86) 12

Yy

Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1986] 4
Percent Enrsliment by Age (Fall 1985)

3-year-olds
‘;YGE r-o0lds

[+, X ¥ I
o] Q0 s

ol el

[+, 1F -9

o]
[ 3
w

Average Daily Attendance Rate (iéiééiéiééi
Average Monthly Dropout Rate (iéiéé-aiésj 1.9
Percentage of Eligible Children Served

d:yéar:aiéé 97
State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Yes

Number of 4-year olds enrolled 45

! Total funded enroliment of 120 includes 75 funded by Head Start and

45 funded by the state preschool program.
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elementary school prlnclpal js the Head Start Program Blrector. Her
Teacher Coorc ‘ator has been with the program most of its nineteen years.
The Social Services Coordinator also serves as Parent Coordinator and is a
classroom teacher. Two of the six classrooms teachers hold a CDA creden-
tial and two have bachelor s degrees.

A number of the staff members recall the early days of the program when
it was housed in a plumb1ng shop and remember worklng with parents to raise
funds to purchase and fix up the current classrooms located dlr"ctly behlnd
the elementary school. The program offlces are in a mob1le unit near the
playground and classroom bulldlng. The staff members now have their eyes
of another -acant building adjacent to the current facilities for future
program needs.

As part of tha case study site visit to this california community, the
Head Start Program Director, Soc1al Service cbord1nator and Teacher
Coordinator were interviewed: In addition, a parent on the policy caﬁnit:
tee and directors of two other ch1ldcare agencles were 1nterv1ewed. Al
those interviewed reported that more young families are moving into the
area seeklng to improve their econom1c s1tuatlon or to attend the community
college. A sizeable number of these ?amllles were reported to be low-
1ncome or slngle-parent families: The number of teenaged mothers was also
felt to be 1ncreas1ng, and respondents reported that the major problems
stlll fac1ng low-income families are food, cloth1ng, and shelter -- basic
survival needs. More child abuse cases are being reported, but interview-
ees were unsure whether this is due to 1ncreased emphasis on and awareness
of these problems or to an actual increase in the1r incidence. There did
not seem to be a change in the ethnic mix of the community, although a few
Black families and a few Arab famiiies were reported to have moved in. The
major ethnic m1nor1ty contlnues to be H1span1c and Head Start staff feel
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chlldren 1n those famllles especlally need Head Start because Engllsh is
not their prlmary language.

Tabln 2 shows some baslc community demographles of low-lneome famllles
with 3- to 5-year-old chlldren 1n the area served by Program B based on
the 1986 census: The 1ncome dlstrlbutlon of enrolied families 1nd1cates
that the program 1s enroll1ng famllles malnly from the m1ddle and upper
levels of the low income cmnnunlty; yet other calculatlons 1ndlcate that
about é? percent of the ellglﬁle a-yéar-alas are being served.

séetwn é of T&Slé é é’oiﬁparés the raémiétﬁmc a1str15ut1an of

imate service del1very area; based on 1980 census data. Although the
census data are several years old and although the census area used for
this ana lysls 1ncludes some areas outside of the program s 1mmed1ate
service de llvery area; it appears that the program enrollment roughly
parall 11§ the racial/ethnic proportlons of the area serv'd by Program D,
The percentage ef slngle-parent families enrolled 1n the program (31 4) is
greater than the percentage among low-income families with children aged
3-5 in the community served by Program D (25.4). Employment data also
indicate that the program is serving a needy area. About 58 percent of the
single parents are unemployed, and in 23 percent of the low-income,
two-parent families neither parent is employed:

Both of the daycare providers and the memoers of the Head Start staff
interviewed reported that there are a 1ot of services for r handicapped
children in the community; so they see few handicapped children in their
programs and have to make special efforts to recruit them. They all report
seeing more children with delayed speech or speech handicaps in the last

five years, however.



TABLE 2
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS

A. Income distribution of families with 3- to S5-year-old children

_ - Percent of
Income Level Percent of Population . Program Enrollment
$4,000 and under 6.8 ' 6.6
$4,001 - 8,000 10.9 36.4
$8,001-- 11,000 9.4 27.1
$11,001 = 13,000 -6.6 8.5
$13,001 and over 66.3 19.4
B. Percent receiving public - o
assistance: 8.9 55.1
C. Racial/Ethnic Distribution
White 40.8 36.9
Black 6.7 0.8
Hispanic 48.5 49.2
Asian 0.6 1.6
Native American 1.5 11.5
Other 1.8 0.0
D. Pegggntf§jngle-parent - o
families: 25.4 31.4

E. Employment status of low-income population

1. S1ngle-parent fam1l1es;

Percent employed: 31.7
2. Two-pargnt,fgmjligs,,,f
Percent both employed

19
Percent one employed 57
Percent neither employed 23
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There are three other ch1ldcare agenc1es 1n the Head Start commun1ty
classroom th1s year. Th1s class and eoord1nétEd Ch1ldcare a program
des1gned to ass1st low-1ncome fam1l1es 1n the county by subs1d1z1ng some of
the cost and help1ng families locate ch1ldcare both operate under the
county school district which 1s the grantee for the Head Start program.

The two childcare agericies interviewed during the site visit provide both

éaycafé and ﬁréséﬁool programs; Eaéﬁ of them serves some Head Start-

d1es; but although most of the1r cl1ents were reported to be far from
affluent, most of them would be over=income for Head Start.

The cannun1ty college daycare program director formerly prov1ded care
for Head Star* program ch1ldren after the1r classes were out but was not

able to do that any lenger due to a change 1n fund1ng pol1cy. A former

cmnnunlty as beyond words. 'There 1s noth.ng for low-1ncome fam1l1es

besides Head Start." She felt that daycare was 'a different ball game"

E 'E Head Start needs to make more effort to reach the 1ll1terate people in

the commun1ty and suggested it do surveys of the 1ow-1ncome hous1ng
populations each year to determine the agés of the children 1iving in those

areas.

CommunitngeedseAssessmenteBrocess

The Head Start program reported conducting a Community needs assessment

each year: It is comprised of information from a parent survey done at the
time of enroliment into the Head Start program and information gathered
from the Chamber of Commerce reports. These reports inciude information on
B-106
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family needs, suggested topics for parent education; and family goals for
childrens

Results of the parent survey; which are availabie by January each year,
are used in pianning topics for parent meetings; pianning the classroom
curricuium, and getting some idea of the nunber of chiidren eiigible for
next year. The parent survey resuits might be more useful for program
pianning for Head Start parents and children 1f they were available sooner.
However; the grantee director reported that she writes up the results of
the parent survey in narrative form and uses it in planning and in proposal
writing. The Principal/Head Start Director said that the school district
uses the survey results for enroliment projections; for identifying special
needs of children entering scacol from the Head Start program; and for
planning the school's curriculum. She felt that because the preschool/Head
Start program is under the same administration as the pubiic school, it has

Head Start parent survey, she wrote a grant proposal for a program to
increase parental awareness of community resources. The Principal/Director
felt that the school district faces special challenges because a signifi-
cant number of parents speak 1ittle English.

Recriii tment Process

Major responsibility for recruitment resides with the Social Services

Coordinator and the program secretary, who is Spanish-speaking. One year

when the enroliment was particularly low, staff did door-to-door
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recruiting, but this is not routine recruitment strategy. The chart that

follows depicts the program's usual recruitment process.

Strategy Time_Period Plac
Newspaper publicity  March/April and August  area-wide
Church bulletins March/April and August  locally
Bilingual posters* March/April and August iauparsmatg,,aaetarsﬁ,

offices, social service
agencies, low-income
housing areas, etc.

Word=of-mouth Ongoing the community
TV and radio** March/April and August  area stations
riyées ﬁiréhiiprii school open houses

**Considered least effective

The Social Serv1ces Coord1nator found b111ngual posters to be the program s

most effect1ve recru1tment method. The parent on the Policy Counc11'

however felt that word-of-mouth was the most effective means of recruit-

ment and said that many parents became 1nterested after hearing of the
positive experiences other families had with the Head Start program. All
respondents found radio was the least effective because it was said to be
11stened to mostly by senior citizens. When asked 1f recruitment efforts
reached all eligible families, she said, "There is a small handful out
there that aren't reached. There's a certain level you reach after so much
going without that you don't respond. That's a small group though, because .
our parents do a lot of outreach. I think those that aren't reached don't

want to be bothered Someth1ng is keep1ng them from mak1ng the effort."

Start might net be reaeh1ng 1ll1terate people through 1ts eurrent recru1t-

ment act1v1t1es. Clearly, 1f enly three to f1ve percent of the elig1b1e



population is not being served, Head Start is reaching most families in
the area and the public preschool may be serving most of the remaining
eligible children.

Cooperation/Coordination With Other Agfncies

The Teacher Coordinator repurted that most of the Head Start progrmn
referrals are handieapped eh1ldren served by a program for such ch11dren,
b1rth to age 3. She alse sa1d that one or two children dur1ng each of
the last two or ciii-éé yéars haa been rérérréa froiii 'ch1i'd proteétwé
The program also receives referrals from other childcare agenc1es such as
the college daycare program, Coordinated Childcare, the YMCA program; and
church=run daycare programs such as the one 1nterv1ewed dur1ng the site
visit. Head Start has not documented referrals from the welfare depart-
ment, but does keep its posters there and knows that the soc1al workers are
aware of their program. There 1s ne formal arrangement with other agencies
children s1nce 1t has d1ff1culty meeting the quota of these children. Head

Start staff members report informally re?erring children to the same

childcare agencies that refer children to Head Start. Usual1y it is the

over-income families who are referred to other programs. Some of these

income falls below a certain level.

I
The el1gib111ty pr1or1tiés for the Head Start program are the federal
§uiaé1iaés on agé; income and 10 peréént handicapped enroiiment: The

grantee director expiained that the grantee had certain eligibility
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requirements based upon the Head Start performance standards and those of

the state preschool program, which is run by the same staff as the Head

Start program. The delegate program has its own priorities based on

comminity needs. In setting enroliment criteria, the grantee instructs the

programs to take the more restrictive criteria of the two:
Selection is done in August. The Teacher Coordinator and Sociai

Services Coordinator go through the recruitment forms and prioritize them.

They usually f111 the home-based program first and then the center=based.

They call those prioritized and set appointments for processing the

applications; documenting income and family and child needs. For the past

several years, they have been able to take everyone who applied, but this

year for the first time in five years the program has a waiting 1ist.
Selection decisions involve looking at whether the family lives in the

target area (the school district or the Indian reservation it serves),

whether the child is under protective services; is an adopted or foster

child; has incapacitated parents; or has working or student parents. Other

priorities include single-parent families, teenaged parents, and Spanish-
speaking child or parent: The Head Start Program Director said that the

family size and completeness of family information are aiso important
factors. Because in the past they have been able to serve all who applied,
they had been able to enroll eligibie famiiies on a first come/first served
basis: This was seen to have the potential for ééuéi’ng problems 1f all
slots were filled and a very needy family were to come along, because that
family would have to wait: Now that there were more applicants than siots,
the seiection process will need to be different, according to those

interviewed.
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Another change 1n policy 1S that in the past; the first 24 slots were
filled By families from the home-based program. This will not be possible
any longer due to the grantee's concern about a trend in Head Start to
serve a child for only one year. From now on, home-based families will
have the same chance as any other family for seiection; but they will not

automatically move to the center-based program the second year. Therefore,
some home-based families would need to be dropped from the program the
following year if not eligible for state preschool or kindergarten:

Some families have deciined to enroil their chiidren in the home-based
program this year because of this change in policy: Occasionaily; a family
deciines enroliment because it prefers center-based ciasses and the only

openings are for the home-based option. In one or two cases, families have

or because they were separated from their husbands. Another reason for
declining enroliment was that some parents were working or were single
schedule.

Staff members report that they only take over-income families who
have handicapped children or children with other special needs == children
who are isolated, who are §paﬁish:speakiﬂg; or who have problems in the
home. They report having only three children from over=income families in
the program this year and are very concerned about carefully documenting
family income.

The .enrolled families in December 1985 were 31.4 percent single

parent, 66.9 percent two-parent families with 55 percent of them on public
assistance. Seventy-five percent of the fathers and nearly 20 percent of

the mothers in the two-parent families were employed, while over 67 percent
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of the single mothers wéré unemployed. The median income of enrolled

fam1l1es was $8 000 to $8,999.

Income data were only available on 25 (68 pércent) of the 44 waiting
11st families, and their median income was the same as that of the enrolied

families: None of the 25 was over-income. A higher percentage of waiting

1ist families (84 percent) was on public assistance. baia on empioyment

was unavailable for most of the families. Information on family type

appearEH to be éaﬁpiééé; with a h1gher percentage of wa1t1ng 1ist families
héadéa by single parents (about 39 percent). Over 56 percent of the

wa1t1ng 1ist families were two-parent households.

It is d1ff1cult without 1ncome 1nformat1on on all wa1t1ng l1st families

to compare their level of need with that of enrolled families. Further=

more, staff reported that 1111ng vacancies in the program from the waiting

11st was somet1mes a problem because waiting 11st famiiies had not

completed their documentat1on. Thus, these fam1l1es may be passed over for

enrollment if they are called and are unable to prov1de documentat1on
promptly; The program attempts to fil1 vacanc1es within two to three days.
The fact that at least twelve wa1t1ng l1st families had not yet prov1ded

income documentation raises some concerns about the selection process. it

seems important that the p program take steps to assist families to complete

application reguirements so that “more needy® families are not pa:s;d over
for enrollment because of an fnability to prov1de the necessary paperwork
to the program.

If more people with severe problems were to need Head Start services,
Head Start program staff members felt that they would need a full-time
social services coordinator and more staff time in order to cont1nue the1r
program goal of helplng to build independence in the fam1l1es they serve.

They were concerned that 1f people had more problems they m1ght have to do



more for them: Needs for more staff development in the area of particular

family needs and for changes in the curriculum were also seen to be

possible consequences of serving more of the *most needy.*

In assigning chiidren to different modeis; the program places most

3=year=olds in the home-based model, and as far as possible assigns

handicapped children to the center-based classes: The two reasons for

doing this are that the handicapped children need sociaiization and can

best access services such as speech therapy from the center. Staff have

not yet had a handicapped child for whom the centar-based program was not

appropriate. According to the availabiiity of the school buses; children

who require busing come to school during the afternoon session; while those

having their own transportation or 1iving within walking distance attend in
the morning. At this point in the year, the only family probiems identi-
fied are housing and ciothing needs in nine famiiies and severe health
probiems in one family. The Social Services Coordinator said that more

severe family probiems are usuaily not discovered until later in the year
as the level of trust between the family and the Head Start staff
increases. There are presently twelve handicapped children in the program,

ten of whom have speech impairments.

" Attendance and Attrition

Attendance records are maintained by the classroom or home-based
teachers and turned in to the Teacher Coordinator monthly. On the atten-

dance sheet, they record the number of days in the classroom, which

absences are excused, which unexcused. Each of these are tallied in

different columns, thus excused absences are not counted as present.
Teachers foilow up on reasons for absences daily i the parent does: not

call in. Also, they check after the third day to see if a doctor has been
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called: In the center-based program, the program would drop children who
were absent seven consecutive aays with an unexcused absence: Sfa?? ﬁiﬁﬁt

&aiiy children with excused absences if Ehey had ch1ckenpox, were in an

acc1dent or if family c1rcumstances such as a death, made it necessary
for the family to be away: Cﬁii&reﬁ who are asthmatic, whose famiiies do
not consider attendance iﬁpérfaﬁf or who have an alcoholic parent are
11kely to have high absenteeism: However, the Social Services Coordinator
sald the program works with the parents on these probiems. Famiiies in the
home-based program who miss three consecutive schaduled visits could be
drepped from the rolls: This has not been necessary as yet. Make=up

sessions are held, sometimes bringing up to three home-based families

together for the make-ups:

The program was over-enrolled (104:6 percent of funded level) over the
five-month period surveyed and maintained an attendance rate of 88.5
percent in its center-based program: The Home-Sased Program averaged a
95.7 percent completion rate for home visits, with oniy three home visits
missed and not made ups .

Tweive famiiies dropped out of the program during the five months
studied: Sevan of these dropped because the family moved from the area,
and two dropped because the family transferred to dagcare. Two families
were dropped by the program because the parents were not cooperating by
getting the children ready in time for the bus or by being at the bus stop
to meet the children after school. One child was dropped because of too

many absences. Nine children were enrolled to replace those who dropped
out.

The Head Start Pregram B1rector sa1d that more heme-based than center-
based parents drop out because they can't fulf1ll the1r obl1gat1ons. The

staff reported hav1ng some heme-based fam1l1es drop out earlier in the year
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because they were concerned that their children might not be able to get

center-based instruction next year due to a change in the grantee's policy.

Observations
While study estimates showed that Head Start was serv1ng 97 pereent of

the el1g1ble families in its area, 1t was the percept1on of those inter-

and that more Such fam1l1es were mov1ng 1nto the area. The Head Start

Program had a wa1t1ng l1st for the f1rst time in five years with at least

25 1neane-el191ble fam1l1es on that l1st; However, the program reported

some d1ff1eulty 1n gett1ng wa1t1ng l1st families to complete documentat1on
requ1rements; Help1ng them to do so seems 1mportant if the program is to

ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁmﬁmam&m&&m;mﬁ@ﬁmaﬁmﬂa

re-examine its seleet1on proeess in the light of the fact that it can no
longer serve al] that apply;

Program D 1 in the process of evaluating the need for home-based
services to 3-year-olds. At the time of the site visit the program was
struggling with the ragional office's interpretation of 2 possible new

pol1cy on one year of service: It is not Hea& Start pol1cy to drop

Ept‘oh, services and time per1od that best meet the needs of the community

and families served by the program’ If the state preschool program is

mEEtihg the needs for preschool services for 4-year-olds, it may be that

Head Start can be of most assistance to families by serv1ng 3-year-olds or

by serving an area of the county that is underserved by the state program.

318

B-115



PROGRAM E CASE STUDY REPORT

The Program and Community

Located in the heart of central Kentucky's Bible Belt and tcbacce coun-
try, Program E is a county Head Start program funded to serve 86 4-year old
children through a center-based delivery system. The majority of families
served are two-parent White families earning 1&ss than $6 000 per year.
Enrollment at the time of the site visit 1ncluded 75 White (92 5 percent)
and 6 Black (7.5 percent) children. Typically the fathers worE as tenant
farmers, and the mothers stay at home with the children. (The majority of

the Head Start mothers have either had some high schoo! education or are

tance programs. Only 25 percent of Program E s families receive public

assistance payments, and most of these families are headed by unemployed;

single parents. Additional background inform&tion about the program is

shown in Table 1.

The 78 participating Head Start families are spread throughout the rol-

ling hills of the county. Many of them 1ive in deteriorating homes lacking

electricity, plumbing, telephones, and reliable transportation: The vast

majorlty of the enrolled children are transported on public school buses to

one of four Heid Start centers located in "priority target areas" around

the county. Each of the four Head Start centers is located within a public

elementary school and offers standard full-day classes four days a week for
six and one-half hours per day:. Staff training and planning meetings are
held on Fridays: Teachers conduct two home visits a year while the social
services staff members visit the homes as frequentiy as needed by the fami-

* 1ies served.
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TABLE 1
PROGRAM E FACT SHEET

HHS Region Iv
Area Served Rural’
Agency Type School System

Program Model(s) Offered Std. Part Day

Total Funded Enroliment (Fall 1985) 80
Average Actua! Enrollment (12/85-4/86) 78
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 16

Percentage of Eligible Children Served
4-year-olds 96
State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten No




Twenty children are served in each Head Start center and are supervised

by a head teacher and a classroom aide. Two of the four teachers currently
have the CDA credential and another was work1ng to earn hers at the time of
the site visit. None has a college degree. lhe central office is located
1n the county seat in the same elementary school that houses one of the
:preschool centers. In addltlon to the Program Blrector, who doubles as the

Education éoordinator— the central office stl?? is composed of an Adninis-

There is only one other daycare center in the area. It is located in

the county seat, and serves mostly m1ddle income, worﬁlné parents: It is

sponsored by a Catholic organlzatlon and provldes daycare directed free

play and structured learnlng activities for preschool children between the
ages of 3 and 5. It is open from 6:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. throughout the
Work Week. At the time of the site visit 1t served 18 children, but
planned to expand 1ts enroliment to 24 in January when additional staff

became available. The daycare program uses a sl1d1ng fes scale on a first-

come;rirst-SErVEd enroliment basis; and other than age guidelines and abil-

1ty to pay tuition; there are no éliéiBillty criteria.

The daycare program does not engage in active recruitment and relies on
"word of mouth® to attract famiiies: However, the director felt that ”the
word" had not gotten out much and that the daycare center was not well
known in the cmnnun1ty. She indicated that the area could benefit from an
. increased public awareness of local childcare needs and serv1ces. on

the other hand, the director also feit that local families do not tend to

seek daycare and prefer to keep their preschool children at home.
No systematlc needs assessment has been done locally by agencles other

than Head Start to determlne the needs for childcare services in the area.
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Most respondents agreed that the number of preschool-aged children has
rematned the sane over the past several years, and 1f anything, the number
of Head Start-el1g1bie preschepl-agéd ehildren 1s deelining. Head Start s
cunnun1ty needs assessment fndicates that there 1s anly one early childhood
service for the handicapped in the eountyi a k1ndergarten class in the pub-
11c school system. However, according to those interviewed, there appears
to be no real change in the incidence of handicapped children other than an
increase in those diagnosed as having communication disorders: This trend
could reflect changing patterns in répértiﬁg praetiéés as much as the
notion that communication handicaps are tually on the rise.

Tabls 2 shows some basic community demographics of low-income families
with 3- to S-year-old children in the area served by Program E; according
to the 1980 census. The income distribution of the area served by Program
E indicates a high percentage of low-income fam1l1es (aver 40 percent earn
less than $4 000). The program 1s clearly enrelling families from the
lower levels of the income distributien of the area,;

Section C ef Table 2 eampares the racialletﬁnic distribution of chil-
dren enrelled 1n the pregram witﬁ the aistribution of 3- to S-year-old

ch11dren of low-income (Sii 000 or less) tamilies in the,program s approii-

data are several years old, and aithough the census area used for this ana-

lysis includes some areas outside of the program's immediate service deliv-

ery area, it appears that the racial/ethnic distributicn of enrolied chil-

dren roughly mirrors the distribution of eiigible chiidren in the area.

The percentage of single-parent families enrolled in the program (30.0) is

slightly ﬁiQEEr than tae percentage among3 Jow-income famiiies with ch11dren
aged 3-5 in the community served by Program E. The unemployment rate amor:2

single-parent, low-income families in the program S geograph1c area is very
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TABLE 2
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS

PROGRAM E

A. Income distribution of families with 3= to S-year-old children

Income Level Percent of Population Program Enrol iment
$4,000 and under 17.3 41:0
$4,001 - 8,000- 15.3 26.9
$8,001-- 11,000 10.5 17:9
$11,001 - 13,000 747 5.2
$13,001 and over 45,2 8.9
B. Percent receiving public - - N
assistance: 8.5 25.6
C. Racial/Ethnic Distribution
Race/Ethnic Group
White 88.8 92.5
Black 10.3 7.5
Rispanic 0.9 0.0
Asian 0.0 0.0
Native American 0.0 0.0
D. Percent single-parent o o
families: 27.1 30.0

E. Employment status of low-income population

1. Single-parent families o
Percent employed: 24.1
2' TWO'D“E'J?:!Q"‘H!QS,;; oL -
Percent both employed 19.2
Percent one empioyad 57.7
Percent neither employed 23.1
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high (75;9 percent). In fact, in 23.1 percent of the low=income two-parent
famiiies; neither parent is employed.
Both the Head Start Soc1al Services Coordinator and the dayeare center

bireétor feit that the poverty situation in the area 1s becoming more

farm economy The county l;bor force stat1st1es (an unemployment ra*e of

over 16 percenf) accord1ng to the Social Serv1ces eoordinator support the

pos1t1on that unemployment is a problem in the area. The county s high

rate of unemployment 1s far above the national average and has not improved

There has been an increase in public hous1ng projects w.th1n the eounty
seat which possibly 1nd1cates some shift in the loeat1on of the e11g1ble
population.

The 1nc1dence of working mothers appear: to be on the 1ncrease within
the generai populat1on of the county, but not so w1th1n the Head Start-
eligible populat1on according to the four respondents. Most of the Head
Start mothers tend to stay at home 1f marr1ed, oF are unemployea if sin§1é.
Those few who work tend to have low-paying jobs 1nsuff1c1ent to support

Babys1tt1ng or daycare expenses.

with preschool children probably have not ehanged much; but that people
might be more open about their problems now, and that the incidence of
reporting them may have 1nereased. Of note in this regard, aééara%ﬁé to
the Head Start D1reetor 1s an increase in family reports of drug and alco-

hol abuse, part1eularly among the younger parents.
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Community Neads Assessment Process

Program E Head Start conducts an annual update of 1ts needs assessment

with assistance from the Administrative Ass1stant, under the subervision of
the Head Start Director. Staff had d1ffer1ng views on the utilization of

the cunnun1ty needs assessment. It is des1gned to examine the demagraphic

and economic conditions of the county, as well as the var1ous 1 asources

available to e11g1b1e fam1l1es, accord 1n§ to the Program Director. The

needs assessment is also saen Ey some staff niembers as a r1tual1st1c fund-

1ng act1v1ty that is done annually as a matter of compl1ance with federal

regulat1ons in order to provide support for the program and to Justify con=
tinued funding. A reading of the community needs assessment document tends

to support both po1nts of view.

Program E'S cmnnun1ty needs assessment document prov1des both statisti-

services available to Head Start spec1al needs of community fam1l1es in

en top1cal areas, selected charactert istics of county Head Start fami-

11es, and the results of a survey adm1n1s*ered to 50 fam111es served by the

county 5 publ1c schools. In addition to tne survey respondents and Head

Start program records, sources used in comp1l1ng the information include

local 11bra‘1es, various departments of the county government the state

and federal departments of commerce along with the local chamber of com-

merce, and both the state and federal bureaus of the census.

The community needs assessment is conducted between October and Decem- -

ber and submitted s part of the annual grant application in January. This

1nformat1on apparently is not used in program plann1ng, nor for sett1ng

recruitment ﬁrior1t1es and enrollment criteria, nor for coord1nat1ng with

other childcare agenc1es. One staff member described 1ts use this way:
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“Personally; I can't think of any reason why I §ﬁaaia use 1t for anything

other than the grant:* The assessment appears to be used, therefore,

Some staff reported that the community needs assessment 15 used to tar-

get recruitmént efforts based or geographic concentrations of current Head

Starz families in particular areas of the county. But staff members who

aré primariiy responsible for recruitment répérted using needs asséssment

'indings for Justifying current center locations rather than for targeting
recruitment activities. In a&&ition, the cunmunity needs assessment does
not provide spééi?ic 1istings of community resources which would make it
possible to refer families to needed cervices. Although the comminity
needs assessment 1S apparentiy not used extensively for program planning,
thé local Head Start staff ﬁaaseés do not feel they have any proBlems keep-

ing informed about the needs of their cannunity. AS the program Birector

phrased it: *The community 1s too small to be out of contact with it.®

The social Services Coordinator has overall responsibility for recruit-
ment; and 1s assisted by the teachers, the Health/Handicap Services Coordi-

nator and the Administrative Assistant in recruitment activities. The

major recruftment effort each year occurs in April and May.
Particular groups apparently are not targeted for recruitment on the

basis of the formal community needs assessment but Program E does attempt

to focus recruitment efforts on the following types of families. families

with housing problems, familiss with handicapped children families where .
both parents are unemployed and families Where there is suspicion of child

abuse, aicohol or drug abuse, or where other kinds of stress are present.
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The varions recruitment strategies and the process used by the County
Head Start program are reviewed below:

o Lists of potentially eligible families are used to generate a re-
cruitment 11st: the County Health Department provides a printout of
families with 4-year-old children; the Human Services Department
(County Welfare) provides a printout of families receiving public
assistance with children drder years of age; and Head Start teach-
ers submit 11sts recommending families for recruitment based on
their own knowledge of families in their area.

o Letters are sent to families on the recruitment 115t expiaining the

program ard inviting them to Pre-registration Day at their local
elementary school: Letters are also sent to churches réquesting

their assistance in publicizing the Pre-registration Day.

o Advertisements are issued to publicize Pre-registration Day, includ-
flyers. Recruitment posters are placed at éébéefy stores, hospi-
tals, banks; and farm supply stores:

attend each elementary school's pre-registration for Head Start,
kindergarten, and first grade to sign up famiiies for Head Start by
assisting them in completing the Confidential Child Recruitment
Record:

o The Social Services Coordinator then conducts door-to-door can-
vassing to contact those families on the recruitment 115t who did

* Indicates a variation of the face-to-face, door-to-door canvassing strategy.
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¢ The Social Services Coordinator also Rnocks on doors in hecusing
projects trailer parks, and other areas where i1t 1s known that
low-income families tend to concentrate regardless of whether a

family's name is on the recruitment list (*)

® The Social Services Coordinator 1s also successful in cbtaining the
names of families using food stamps through the local grocers. j(*)
Door-to-door canvassing using face-to-face contacts was seen as the

most effective recruitment strategy by the Head Start administrators.

The effectiveness of these more personalized strategies involzes a key'-

informant system in which people with personal Enowleage of needy families

with 4-year-old children provide 'tips' to the Head Start recruitment staff
who thun make personal visits to talk with potentially eligible families

about the program‘s offerings.

The success of the key-informant/personal contact approach can be

undarstood in the context of those rec ruitment stritegies that are jeast

effective. These strategies inelude the pre-registration day, aiaﬁé with

the various means to publicize it - letters and advertisements. These
strategies don't work that well because (a) the education level of low=
income families in the county does not dispose them toward reading adver-
tisements or taking interest in news media, and (b) these families are
characterized as reserved -- kééping to themseives for the most part == and
are not inclined to take the initiative in making contacts such as attend-
ing the pre-registration day. Consequently, Head Start staff members find
that they must take the inftiative in recruitment and go to the peopie on a

personal basis.
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Program E admlnlstrators estimate that about 10 percent of their total

enrellment comes through referrals from other agencles. These referral

agencles include the county health and welfare departments, churches, the

State Board of Education, along w1th the local mental health centar and

Cmnnunlty Action Program. The Head Start program usually initiates eontaet

with these agencles to make them aware that Head Start is interested 1n

reee1v1ng referrals from them. Program E has no written pol1cy on seeE1ng
referrals but it views the referrai- seek1ng practice a matter of cmnnon
sense. Families who are referred from other agencles receive five polnts

n the screening instrument used by the Head Start program cn the assump-

O

tion that referred families tend to have speclal needs of one sort or
another (e.gs; chiid aﬁﬁse, neglected children, families 1n crisis).

Program E typically does not refer families to the otrer childcare

agency in the county seat: Head Start staff members inform over-income
tamilies about the availability of the local dayci“e center, but generilly

do not take an active role in this. During the fall months prior to the

site visit there had been one referral from Head Start to the local daycare

center. This referral involved the enrollment of an uv r-income hapdi-

capped child sufferlng from cystic flbrosls.

Enroliment

Program E uses a screenlng 1nstrﬁment wlth selghted cr1ter1a to

evaluate famlly prof1les for selectisn purposes. Children with the highest

scores on this 1nstrument receive enroliment priority, and the program

enrolls those ch1ldren who have the highest scores until all slots are

filled. Based on tha we1g”t§, the following criteria reflect the greatest

need:
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s returning enrolled child (15 points)
s diagnosed handicap (10 points)
o degree of poverty based on a rating scale (10 points for families

90- 109 percent Below the poverty line, to negatlve 10 points for

fam1l1es more than 100 percent above the poverty 11ne)

[} degree of speclal need basad on a rat1ng scale (e.g., documented

chlld abuse score° 9 polnts, mental 111ness 1in the home receives 7

po1ntsf a foster child receives 2 points)

o speclal requestlreferral and/or suspected handlcap (5 polnts), and

o child's age (4-year-olds are targeted but occaslonallv a S-year-old

or 3-year old will be enrolled depending on the appllcant's screen-

ing profile).

COmpleted applications are turned over to the Selectlon/Enrollment Com-

mittee whose members (one ¢ two Pollcy Council representatlves from each

center) d1scuss each appl1cat10n and score it us1ng the weighted criteria

on the screenlng instrument. The applications are then rank-ordered by

this cannittee.l

The Head Start Director and Social Serv1ces Coordinator present the1r

meet1ng when decisions are to be made on the following year's enrollmEnt.

The Select1on eqnnlttee makes the enrollment decisions for each center

based on conslderatlon of rank-ordered 11sts for each center as well as

staff recommendations. The Head Start staff reports that, overall, there
1s fo d1ff1culty fllliné slots with 1ncome-el1g1ble children.

The Head Start Dlrector sa1d however, that some Head Start Centers are
located in more affluent areas and that over-1income fam1l1es are more will-
1ng to send their children to Head Start than are low-1ncome tamilies in
such cunnunltles. In those areas, 1ncome-el191ble famllles are en'olled
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have been served. The program s policy is to enrol) mainly handlcapped or
speclal neeos over-{income fam1l1es. At the time of the site vlslt only
six enrolled families (7 7 percent) were over-income and all but one of the
16 famllles on the program s waiting 11st were over-income.

Staff members report that waiting 1ists are .zpt at each of the faur
centers, and 1ists vary in size. The center located in the county seat has
usually had the longest waltlng 1ist (13 famllles), whereas the other three
centers' waltlng llsts have averaged about five famllles each; somewhat
larger than at the tlme of the site visit.

Slnce the beglnnlng of the year, about half of the famllles or1g1nally
on the waltlng llst have been enrolled. The enrollment of waitlng 1ist
famllles is based on the same process as revlewed earller. but 18 peréent
of the families dropped off the waitin ng 11st before an openlng was avall-
ésié for them. ’pragr’an records show that aimost two-thlrds of the wa1t1ng
by the program. f.e., identified through actlve proeedures such as door-to-'
door canvasslng. With the low attritien Program E has, it 1s not clear why
they are recruiting, and plaelng on the wa1t1ng llst such a large propor-
tion of over-income famllles;

Head Start staff report that reasons for dropping off the waiting
1ist include (a) planning to move out of the county, and (b) parents decid-
ng that they wanted to kesp the child at home rather than enroll him/her
in preéehoola These were the same reasons cited by staff for families
deellnlng to enroll their children. Families that had decided to keep the
chi1d home were typically described as extended families where grandparents

had influenced the family's decision.
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A comparison of the characteristics of enroiied and waiting 11st fami-

11es shows clearly that enrolled famiiies are more needy than waiting 11st

fanilfes: The median income of enrolled famiifes was $5,000 to $5,999,
while that of wa iting 11st famiiies was $19 000. Thirty perceant of
enrolied ?amiliesf as compared to 12.5 percent of waiting 11st fam1l1es,
were headed by single parents. Moreover, 25.6 percent of the enrelled fam-

i11es were on puBliE ss1stance, whereas only 5.6 percent of these on the

waiting 11st were on welfare. More than half of the wa1t1ng 11st mothers
were working and 87.5 percent of them ware high school graduates whereas

6nly 16:7 percent of enroiled families had mothers who worked, and nearly

60 percent of them had not ccmpleted high school. There are two conclu-

sions from these comparlsons' First, Program E 1s servlng fam1l1es wlth

greater need, while ask1ng the less needy to wait. But secend the wa1t1ng
11st conslsts largely of fam1lles who are:not el1g1ble for Head Start ser-

vices once 10 aéiééﬁi of the enroliment 1s over-1income.

The projectlons done for this study show that an estlmated 96 percent

of the el1g1ble populatlon is be1ng served by Head Start at th1s time.
Theoretlcally then, there are some eligible families st1ll net be1ng

reached by Head Start e1ther because they choose not to part1c1pate or

because they have not become aware of the program, but this number is very

small, -

of 1ncome-el191ble families with a 4-year-old ch1ld 1n whlch there is con-

siderable presence of special needs in the fam1ly (the ehild has e1ther a
d1agnosed or suspected hand1cap) Staff est1mates of the numbsr of chil-
dren with this type of profile ranged form 50 percent to 80 percent of the
current enrollment. There were four peree1ved consequences of increasing
the percentage enroliment of "most needy" fam1l1es:
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o Staff burnout: relates to greater workloads in both the classroom

and in home visits in order to meet the higher needs of families

wlth hand1capped children and stress in the home.

] Addltlonal staff and servlce5° social services staff members with

both educatlon and soclal servlce credentials, more classroom staff
with special education training, and more part-time teacher aides.
o Type of program model: there would be a need for a home-based

optlon to provide more individual attentlon to the child and famlly.

¢ Operating costs would increase because more personnel with higher

levels of professlonal tralnlng would be needed, along with the need

Attendance andeAttrition

Attendance records are malntalned by the Head Start teachers and kept

in the classroom at each center. These records are used pr1mar1ly by cen-

ter teachers to monitor attendance and to document the need for requestlng
a home v1s1t. The Soclal Servlces Coordinator uses attendance records to
identify the reasons for a prolonged absence.

The Social Servlces Coordinator makes such a fam1ly contact after a
3- day absence and makes every effort to get the chlld back to regular
attendance once the problem has been 1dent1f1ed and resolved (e B long-
term 1llness requlrlng a visit to the doctor or health cllnlc, mother
depressed and keeping the child at home for emotlonal comfort) The child
is retained in the program as long as the fam1ly 1s 1nterested in partici-

pating in Head Start, or as long as the chlld has a note from a doctor

recmnnendlng that the chlld stay at home because of an {llness. Alterna-

tively, the program would not tend to initiate the termination of a child's

B-130 3 g3



send the eh1ld back to the Head Start center.

The attendance records ma1nta1ned by the classroom teacher cover the
following:
totai eiassfaon daily attendance and absences

® reason for excusad absence

o children absent four or more days

If a home v1s1t 1s undertaken as a result of attendance problems a
Parent Contact fonn is used by the Social Services Coordinator to document
this follow-up contiict and the specific action taken: The center atten=
dance forms are forwarded to the Head Start office in the county seat each
montha The primary admin istrative uses of these forms are for various fed-
eral réporting requirements and in the ?6rwirdin§ of summary information 1in
the child's f1le (e.g., attendance record) to the new teacher in kindergar-
ten.

Program é counts children as present if they have an excused absenee,
althoﬁgﬁ this is not in keep1ng with Head Start guidelines. An absenee is
considered excused if it 1nvolves a 1eg1t1mate Head Start act1v1ty that

takes the child out of the educat1on center (e.g., a visit to the doetor or
dentist) or documentation of hosp1tal1zat1on communicable d13e23e, death
in the family, or a “temporary fam11y situation." Excused absenees thus
defined; are included in the attendance count as being present. Program

staff reported an annual attendance rate of better than 85 percent when

counting excused ch11dren as present.
For the attendance survey done by this study, however, such absences
were not counted as present. The attendance rate for the 3 months provided
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was 80.2 percent; with the rate dropping to 69.6 percent in January because
of bad weather;

Children who have high rates of absenteeism were characterized by one
of the Head Start teachers as pr1mar1ly those with chronic health problems,

many of which stem from affl1ctions related to hand1caps dating back to
birth. Other chiidren who are oftan absent are those who can manipulate -
their parents into letting them stay home (e.g., who don't want to get out
of bed early in the morning), according to the Social Services Coordiiator.
The teacher interviewed felt that poor attendance has a negative effect

only on the achievement of the chiid who 1s missing instruction. This
tezcher did not have a significant concern with unexcused absences. The
Social Services Coordinator, however, believed that poor attendance did
ﬁiVe a ﬁééifiﬁe e?fééf oh aihér children in the ciassroom. She felt that

time to review material with those children who had exper1enced prolonged
absences.
Program E tr1es not to leave a slot vacant for more than 36 dayss The

latest that staff will enroll a new eh1ld 13 Jenuary 31, because they feel

that the necessary medical and dental sereen1ngs can generally not be com-

pleted after th1s po1nt in the yeera Steff member iso felt that children

the program.

As stated eerl1er, the counfy program generally does not drop children:

The teacher interviewed could not recall a single case where the program

had terminated a child's enroliment in the eleven years she had been a Head

Start teacher. Rather, the program staff work to keep the families

enrolled: Families that drop out do so primarily because of moving out of
the county. Such moves are usually for economic reasons such as the need
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for parents to find émpioynéné; Many of the families are tenan® farmers
and mioraéé seaon&iiy to obtain farm-related jobs: Staff reported that
most dropouts occur during the first weeks of school and that most vacan-
cles are f11led by October.

The program had only four dropouts between December 1985 and April

1986, a dropout rate of 5.1 percent. The .program was over-enro]led by two
children in December but average enroliment for the period was only
slightly below funded enrollment: A1l four famiiies who dropped cut did so

because they moved from the area.

Observations

The true extent of the county' s child-care needs apparent]y remains
unknown s1nce a eomprehensive cmnnonity needs assessment has never focused
on this particular issue. What is currently done by the local Head Start

program in the name of need assessment resembles more that of a program

se1f-assassment which serves to Justify continuation of the program's find-

ing. Yet the formal needs assessment process that 1s required as a condi-
tion of tne grant does not appear to contribute meaningfully to this Head
Start staff's capa5111ty for keeping informed about the needs of its low-

1ncome client popul ation: The staff feels that it knows what 1s going on

in the county without having to update their community needs a seSsment.

Boor-to-door canvassing in the context of a key informant system appears

to be the most effective recruitment strategy used by the staff of Program

E: As the Head Start D1rector put it: "It works a lot better for us to
beat the E’Sh s and look for that really needy child who can most benefit."

income families to maintain a meaningful waiting l1st. Even with a low

dropout rate, the program needs a waiting 1ist of 7 or 8 1ncome-eli§15
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families in order to fi11 the one vacancy a month on the average that does

 occur. But 1t is unciear whether Program E should refocus 1ts direct
recruitment activities on other geographic areas where more low-income fam-
111es might reside or whether the staff should simply increase direct
recruitment activities in those areas currenéiy known to be “poverty pock-
ets.* Perhaps a lesson to be learned here s that the community needs
assessment process could answer Such quéséions and serve recruitment needs
were it to be so focused.

It should also be noted that projections done by this study indicate
that 96 percent of the eligible population 1s currently being served by
Program E. These data suggest that recruitment activities have tended to
saturate the eligible population locally. Combined with other data which
point to a shrinkage in the eligible population, 1t may be that either Pro-

served should be expanded.
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PROGRAM F CASE STUDY REPORT

The Progran and Comunity

Having the road d1sappear 1n a white expanse contrasting w1th the
blackened night sky in a hard snow storm, a phenomenen called a “white
out,' 1s not uncommon to the Northern Plains of the Midwest. Such weather
is a factor to be reckonéd with for this rural Head Start program serving

5,000 square miles in the rural hbrtHWést earﬁér of its state.

The average enroliment for the pe: 1od of the study was 120. The Head Start
Program focuses on serv1ng 4-year-elds since kinaergarten is offered in
the public schools under a state mandate.

The Head Start B1reeter reported that each of the 12 Home v1s1tors is
respaﬁswn for iiiik1ii§ weekly home visits; they each work with between 6
and 13 familtes. Four home visitors had conplated the CDA credentiai, with

a fifth schedule to do so in Jenuary 1986. Three had compieted coliege
degrees fn early childhood education and three had eiementary education
degrees. In add1tt66 to the home-based teachers, the Head Start staff con-
"sists of a program director, coordinators for education, social services,
and health/handicap services, a bookkeeper, and a secretary. Opportunities
to promote children's social interaction and development are provided on a
biweekly basis through classes at 12 iocal elementary schools serving 17
communities.

The counties served by Head Start can be characterized as small town,
rural America: The town with the largest population center barely exceeds

2000 in population and in better economic times was known for the manufac-



TABLE 1
PROGRAN F FACT SHEET.

HHS Region
Area Served
Agency Type

Program Model Offered

Total Funded Enroliment (Fall 1985)
Average Actual Enrollment (iilééiiiéé)
Number of Children on Waiting List (Faii 1955)
Percent Enroliment by Age (Fall 1985)
3-year-oids
4-year-olds
Average Percent of Home Visits Complated (12/85-4/86)

Average Monthly Dropout Rate (12/85-4/86)
Percentage of Eligible Children Served
4-year-olds

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten

Rural

CAA

Home-based

120



turing of snowmobﬂes. Perhaps more typical of the area is a farming town;

population 311. W1th the exception of one town with 1524 people, where

a window eompany 1s a major employer. the pr1mary economic base of these

comnunities 1s fann1ng, the major crop be1ng small grains (wheat, oats, and

barley) Sugar beets and sunflowers are also grown cmnnerc1ally by local

farmers.

Table 2 shows some basic commun1ty demograph1cs of low-income families

with 3- to S-year-old children in the area serVed by Program F. The income

d1str1but1on of the area served by Program F indicates that, according to

the 1986 census, almost 36 percent of the population was earn1ng less than

$11 ééé per year. The income distribution of enrolled famiiies indicates

that the program is enrolld ng families from fhroughout the income distribu-

tion of the 1ow-income populat1on, but that there {s also a relat1vely h1gh

proport1on of enrolled families with incomes exceed1ng $13 000 per year.

Seet1on C of Table 2 comparc* the racial/ethnic distribution of chil=
dren enrolled in the program with the distribution of 3= to 5-year-old
children of 1ow-income ($11 000 or less) fam111es in the program s approx1-
mate serv1ce-de11very area, based on 1980 census data. Altho.gh the census
data are several years old, and aithough the census area used for this ana-
1ysis 1nc1udes some areas outside of the program s 1mmed1ate serv1ce deliv-
ery area, it appears that the program 1s reach1ng the dominant racial/ethic
group (Whites). (The 7.6 percent of the area populat1on that is Nat1ve
Ameriéan is served by a different grantee ) The pereentage of single-parent
famiiies enrolied in the program (17.9) is actually less than the percent-
age among 11w-1ncome families with children aged 3 5 1n the area served by

Program F. These data also confirm reports of a h1gh unemployment rate in

the counties served by this program.
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TABLE 2

PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM F
A. Income distribution of 3- to 5-year-old chiidren

Income Level Percent of Population Enrolied Children

$4,000 and under
$4,001 - 8,000

$8,001 - 11,000_
$11,001 < 13,000
$13,001 and over

Y )
N &0~

‘M‘

N

B. Percent receiving public o o
assistance: 5.4 19.2
C. Racfal/Ethnic Distribution

Race/Ethnic Group

White 89.5 97.6
Black | 0.0 0.0
Hispanic 0.9 0.0
Asian 1.9 2.4
Native American 7.6 0.0

D. Percent single-parent - -
families: 23.6 ' 17.9

E. Employment Status of 1ow-income populaticn
1. Single-parent famiiies

Percent employed:

ey
o
[ ]

o

2. Two-parent families

Percent both employed

Percent one employed
Percent neither employed

— Oy s

00 & Ny |
[ ]

(&, N NYRY
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Seven respondents (the Head Start Director, Social Services Coordina-
tor, two Home Visitors, the Policy Council Chairperson and two Dlrectors
of area chiidcare centers) were asked about the changes that had oecurred
in the reglon over the last five years. One change that was partlcularly
evldent was the decllne in the farmlng economy. A by-produet of this par-
ticular economic downturn has been a new twist to the poverty profile in
the area. as banks have 1ncreas1ngly 1n1t1ated foreclosure proceedings

agalnst bankrupt farms. The result has been that more and more area farm-

with the poor; yet they suffer frdﬁ What has Bécﬁmé Eﬁawﬁ as i?afm stress®
and attendant family problems reflected in an increase in alcoholism,
depression, suicide, and spouse asose;

Perhaps the only area in the reglon that is not experiencing economic

hardshlp is the tpwn where the window company appears to be expandlng its

labor force and attraetlng new families to the area. It 1s in this area

that the presehool population and the number of working mothers is 1ncreas-

1ng; and the demend for ch1ldcare services has grown; Southeast Asian

refugees ﬁave also gravltated to this area in search of work .

Bemograph1c projections done for this study indicate that about 88 per-
cent of the ellglble 4-year-olds in the area are currently being served by
Head Start: Those interviewed reported that in the counties served by the
program, demographic trends are mixed and area-specific. For example, pro-
Jections for school enrollment (K-IZ) over the next several ye ars a'e down
1n most areas, with the exceptlon of the two populatlon eenters mentloned

earller. Of other interest, the single parent population appears not to
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have changed mich the past several years, and the number of children with
handicaps appears to have remained the same.

In éaa1t1on to the Head Start Program, there are three other childcare
agencies in the region: one serving the eastern half of the catchment
area, and another serving the western half with preschool centers located
in two towns. Neither targets low-income families.

The program in the eastern area was established in 1673, whereas the
one in the west was estabiished in 1980; both wers initiated as parent
eoopér&tives; The two chlldcare programs are very similar in that they
opérate essentially as traditional nursery schools serving middle-income
families wlth children between the ages of 2 1/2 and 5 years. Services are
provlded two days per Week. with two-hour sesslons each day. One chlldcare

program provldes double sesslons with an enrollment of 50, while the other

offers only a singie session and ciralls 23 children. The enroliment

cr1terla are essentia ally 1dent1cal. with both programs requlrlng a $25 per
l1nes and ?amllles are enrolled Gl a f1rst come/flrst*served basls pro-
vided they have the financial ability to pay tuition. Other than mirar
speecﬁ articulation problems characterlstlc of normally developlng pre-
schoolers; neither program enroils handlcapped children.

Both childcare programs operate approximately 15 percent below the

enrollment capaclty for Whlch they are licensed. Neither program has had

sufflclent appllcants to reach its enrolliment capaclty, but one has 1mposed

a ce1l1ng on its enrollment due to what the Dlrector percelves as a space

problem. the program currently has a small waltlng llst yet neither child-

care program conducts active recrultment; relylng pr1nc1pally on word-of-

mouth and an occasional newspaper advertisersnt. The program directors

felt that there was a need for fiore services to middie-income familfes.
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Head Start does not refer its ’"itiné 1ist familfes to these childcare

agénéiég, nor do the other proarams refer children to Head Start. However,

Head Start will make waiti n§ 11st famiiies aware of other childcare alter-

natives if the family initiates such a request. Tha result has been that
families on the waiting 1ists of either Head Start or of other childcare
programs do not avail themselves of potential enroliment opportunities
elsewhere in the region. Waiting 1ist families apparently do not contact
other childcare agencies on their own.

When the childcare aaéney directors were asked about their ep1n1on of

Head Start's effect1veness in meeting the childcare needs of the community,
they decl1ned to offer a Judgment since they feit they were net familiar
enough with Head Start. As one of the directors put 1t 'I really couldn't
tell you unless I knew what Head Start does do." The eh1ldcare directors

d1d however, possess a general awareness of Head Start which they described

in terms of prepur1ng low income and hand1capped ch1ldren for k1ndergar

Community Needs Assessment Process

Head Start updates its cmnnun1ty needs é’SéSS"ent 2ach year as part of
its annual grant application. The eemmun1ty needs assessment 1s part of
the program narrative section of the gran£ proposal and is written to jus-
tify the program's reed for continued runa1n§ as can be seen by the follow-
ing quote from the1r cammun1ty needs assessment: “The community needs

survey cempleted 1n 1985 shows that there is a definite need and that the

area favors a presehoe] program for 4-year-olds; It 1s the general fee11ng
ead

-
X
(-}

of parents, Pel1cy Council, and staff that the continuation o

StartlHeme Start is of the utmost importance in the area at this time.
The need for the program is estabiished in the cmnnun1ty needs assess-

ment through various demographic statistics obtained from the community
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action agency's records and census data on the counties served, and aiso
through survey data from a parent *needs assessment® which the programis
community needs assessment describes as "an assessment of Community Action
Head Start/Home Start...(which) will assist us in future pizining:?

According to the Policy Council Chairperson; the parent survey is used to
demonstrate to the regional office that various community needs have been
met by the Head Start program. In short, the community needs assessment
largely serves to document the perceived worth of continued Head Start
funéiﬁga
The community needs assessment; as currently used; has the potentiai to
influence program planning -- assuming that 1t can infiuence the funding of
‘proposed program modifications: Such was the case when recent results

indicated that Home Start parents wanted more frequent socialization acti-
vities for their children. The Head Start Director then proposed in the
_ last grant application that funding be provided to increase center meetings

from biweekly to weekly sessions. However, this particuiar proposal was
not funded by the regional office even though the community needs assess-

ment was used to support the need in the éiiii Béébdsai. the local assess-
ment team corroborated these findings and the validation team from the

regional office supported the recommendations of the local panel.

In regard to Head Start's recruitment and enroliment policies, the

priorities, criteria, and strategies currently in use have been established

for many years: The annual needs assessment update does not affect those
strategies already in place other th. 1 minor ways such as altering the
locations where posters are displayed to adjust for minor shifts in the
geographic locations of the target population.

Although other social service agencies (e.g., County Health Depart-
ments) do not use the results of Head Start's community needs assessment,
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this apparentily does not hinder the coordination of services between Head
Start and other agencies. Coordination occurs largely through informal
agreements and much of what might be considered community needs assessment
activities are themseives informai. In regard to Head Start's ability to
keep 1nformed about community needs, the Program Director had this to say
"A 1ot of this is 1nformal and is just keeping up with local news and gos-

sip == much of which needs to be sifted and dec1phered.

Recruitment Process

The Head Start Director has overall responsib111ty for recruitment and
supervises the activities of other staff members involved in the recruit-

ment process. The Social Serv1ces Eoord1nator in turn; is responsible for

o Documents on recruitment strategies and procedures

Sample press release

ACYF guidelines and transmittal notices

Home Start Program Objectives

Facts and Misconceptions about Home<Based Programs

A map targeting area population centers

Head Start Recruitment and Enroliment Form



Subsequent to the recrultment orientation meetlng, each home visitor
meets with the local public school's social worker who suggests the names
of needy famllles with preschool-aged ch1ldren based on the Tocal school

census llst. The home visitors then make telepﬁone calls during Yay to all

famllles on the census 11ist and arrange home visits: If the ?amlly is

explalned and the famlly is helped with the appllcatlon process.

Head Start staff also uses each local school's Preschoo! Round- -Up in
May as an opportunlty to recruit famllles. The local schools send letters
to families who have been identified as havlng preschool children based on
the school census, 1nv1t1ng them to attend the Round- -Up Day. The letter
sent by the schools informs the famlly that the Reglonal fnterdlstrlct

1ng the DIAL test or Denver Developmental Screenlng Test) at the Round =Up
and that this is an opportunlty for them to see if their child can benefit
fran preschool attendance prlor to enrolling in klndergarten. Head Start
is not mentloned in the letter. The puBllc schools provide preschool ser-
vlces for developmentally delayed children and cooperate with Head Start by

making the RIC screenlng avallable to Head Start as a recrultment opportu-
nity. Head Start staff attend the RIC séiééﬁiﬁg, set up an information
booth, and talk to prospectlve famiiies about the Home Start approach. As
a result of th1s, Head Start identifies a large number of needy families
with handlcappéd children and recruits them for the program:. This site has
the largest percentage of enrolled children with handicaps of all the study
sites.

Head Start writes letters to parents who did not attend the RIC screen-
ing; informing them about the Home Start program and reduestlng an opportu-

nity to make a home visit in order t- expiain the program more fully to the
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family. Families not responding to this letter receive either a follow-up
phone call or a 'cold call® home visit if they do not have a phone.

paper ads, by posting flyers, and by tak1ng advantage of opportun1t1es for

free publ1c serv1ce announcements.

begun by the home visitors. The Program B1rector then completes the

remainder of the recrui tment act1v1t1es dur1ng the two months of the summer

The COI‘ISEHSUS of the Head Start staff 18 that face to-face contact is

the most succassful recruitment strategy. How this is achieved is another

matter, and var1es by commun1ty and fam11y. As the Program Director
phrased it, what works is 'tak1ng 1t to the people.* But what opens a door

with one family m1ght not work w1th another.

Achieving a face-to-face contact often requires a 'shotgun approach' as
well as a lot of péréistenoe; according to the Program Director:. In other

words, one has to try a var1ety of different approaches, some of which are
better su1ted to part1cu1ar families than others; One also has to be per-
sistent 1n using miltiple approaches with a given family. Whatever the
means, the key 15 "getting your foot in the door* in order to explain the
Home Start concept to a prospective family.

The Head Start staff feels that a face-to-face, personal interaction

needs to be arranged in many cases; since prospective familiss do not tand

to 1n1t1ate direct contact n1th the program, perhaps partly becausé of pas-
sivity and partly because of an aversion to being identified as "poor "
Most people tend to know each other 1n these small communities. This s1tu-

ation prov1des the Head Start home v1s1tors a degree of fam1liar1ty w1th

many of the families who are identified for recruitment on the local
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school's censns list. Such fam111ar1ty, 1n turn, provides the hcme visi-
tors with a sense of what approach m1ght work best in contacting a given

family, and tends to enhance the recept1v1ty of prospect1ve families to an

inittal phone call about the program. The fact that a home visiiar ﬁighf

recruitment home visit, whether that contact had previously been arranged

or not;
Néﬁsﬁiiér ads do not seem to be particularly effective in recruitment

because some fam111es don't read newspapers. Prospect1ve Head Start fam1-

1ies that do read newspapers, accord1ng te the Pol1cy eounc1l Cha1rperson,

because the1r level of 11teracy is often qu1te lows The Chairperson aisé
felt that low-income families are often "turned-off* by newspaper ads or
articles on Head Start because they don't want to be identified as “"poor

people.*

Head Start staff estimates that approximately 10 percent of the pro-
gram s enroliment comes threugh refarrals from other agencies, pr1mar1ly
from the local pub11c schccls and €r1pp1ed eh11dren s Assistance. Thesa

As stated earl1erf Head Starf uses the Regional Interdistrict Council

screen1ngs as part of 1ts recruitment strategy. Head SEarE‘; enroiiment
needs, whereas the public speclal education preschool ﬁféérams are con-

cerned with children's special needs irrespective of family income.

Because of Head Start's dual enroliment poiicy, about 65 percent of the
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Head Start threugh 1ts heme-based program;
The referring agency typically makes the initial contact with Head
Start by iﬁférﬁ1ﬁ§ the Program Director that a child has a dfagnosed or

pected hand1cap and that the family is 1nterested in learning more abeut

the program. This type of referral Iinkage is an informal and estabiished

tradition. Both the schools and Crippied Children's Assistance know that
Head Start 1s always interested in referrals, particularly hanaieaﬁbéa
children. Referrals do get priority consideration for enrcliment when a
handicapped child 1s involveds

As éiécuésaa earlier, Head Start will refer a waiting 1ist family to an

alterhat1ve childcare program 11 the family requests information abeut

other eh1ldcare opt1ons. Referral, in this context, means 1nform1ng the
fam11y abeut the availa abi1ity of another childcare agency rather than actu-
ally tnitiating contact with the other agency on behalf of the fam1ly. At
Eﬁé Eimé of the site visit other childcare agencies in the reg1on had not

enrolled any families from the Head Start waiting 11st.

Initial decisions about enrol iment recmnnendat1ons are made by the Pro-

gram D1rec£or with 1nput from home v1s1tors and the See1al Services eoord1-

another. The Policy Council g1ves finai appreval to enroliment select1ons.
The e11g1b1l1ty criteria the Director uses in evaluat1ng applications are
as follows.

’ Fam1ly income gu1del1nes

e Carry-over enrollment
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o Handicap/special needs

Priority given to 4-year-olds

The Head Start Program essentially tries to target income=eligible,

4-year-olids for enroiiment; these chiidren are typically enrolied for a

single year: During 1985-86; two 3-year-olds were enrolled because they
were handicapped, and it was feit that they couid benefit from being in the
program for two years. Thirty-five percent of the enroliment consisted of
5-year-old chiidren whose parents had not yet enrolled them in kindergar-
ten- |

Beyond considerations of income and family need, the Director tends to
focus on practical considerations in making enroliment recommendations.
Serving famiiies located cioser to schools used for center experience is an
example of practical consideration involving geography. The parents’ suft-
abiiity for participating in a home-based program is another practical con-
sideration used in the enroliment process: For example, the program
requires that at least one parent be availabie in the home to work with the
child and that parents make a commitment to become active'ly involved in
working with the home visitor.

The Head Start staff members recognize that they have problems f1111ng

their siots with income-eiigible children. This was apparent in at leasc
two of the counties served. The home visitors from these areas presumed
that the probiem was related to having already recruited all the known
income-eligibie families in these communities. As a matter of program
poiicy, all enrolied over=income families must have some kind of special
need for the Head Start program.

At the time of the site visit there were 32 families on the Head Start
waiting 11st, half of whom were ovér-income. Just over 19 percent of those
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enrolled in the program were on public asslstancé; while no one on the

waiting 11st received 1t. The median 1ncome of enrolled families was

$8,000-$8, 999 while waiting 11st famllles' income was $10,000 or higher.

Single= parent fam1l1es eomprlsed 18 percent of the program S enrollment.

The waitlng l1st had half as many slngle-parent fam1l1es, proportionately.

23.6 percent.
Enrolled fam1l1es were more in need of Head Start than waltlng 11st

families at this site. However; it is estimated that 10 to 12 percent of

the ineome-el1g1ble families in the area are not yet being served by Head
§£ér£a This suggests that it might be feasibie to recruit more eligibie

famll1es $0 that the program will have a larger pool to draw from in fi11=

1ng program vacancies.

Families who deciined to accept an initial offer of enroliment were
said to be those who had made pians to move out of the catchment area, usu-
ally seeking empioyment. Of the 14 famiiies who deciined an enroliment
offar prior to the site visit, almost all were unempioyad. Seven (50 per-

cent) of these families moved before an enroliment offer was made. The

remaining families on the wa1t1ng 1ist either refused to provide documenta-
tion of their income, decided to enroli their children in i . lergar , or
developed an 'attachment' problem which prevented them from er- 9]]1u heir
child in Head Start; The families who refused to disclose inccme afu: ma-
tion were described as independent, proud, and unwilling to seek coveri:.
ment assistance programs.

Some of the non-enrolied families declined to enroll 1n Ht LA
because of the parent involvement requlrements assoelated with & '!~r acag

program. This raises a question as to whether there is a sufficisnt airo y

of eligible families in the area who m1ght prefer a center-pased Hcad Stz €
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Program: Such a concern could be investigated through the program's commi-
nity needs assessment. The extent to which the home=based option continues
to be the modei of choice in the area could be a major point of focus in an

annual update of the community needs assessment. But as will be seen in

the next section, a family's su1tab1l1ty to the home-based approach is a

s1gn1f1cant consideration in enrolliment decisions and the assessment of

community needs.

Attendance and Attrition

Head Start home visitors maintain records of each home v1s1t en the

Home Start Activity Prescr1pt1on form. Home visitors also use the Atten-
dance Register to record attendance for weekly home visits and b1weekly

: center sess1ons; Codes are used on the Attendance Register to differenti-

ate attendance for home visits versus center sess1ens to record “make- -up"
home visits, and to indicate whether an absenee frem a center-session 1s

because of dual-enroiiment in anether preseheel. The home visitors turn in

the1r Attendance Reg1sters and Heme Start Act1v1ty Prescr1pt1on forms to
the central office at the end of each menth.

The Attendance Register s used pr1mar1ly to monitor attendance: When

an unexcused absence occurs, the home visitor informs the central office;

however, cancelled home v1s1ts are typ1eally made up the same week and

rarEIy do families miss more than twe censecut1ve home visits. When this
does happen, it 1s usually related to bad weather dur1ng the winter. If a

family incurs three eensecut1ve absences; either cancelled home visits or

unattended eenter sess1ens, the Soc1a1 Serv1ces eoord1nator visits the fam-

11y to stress the 1mportance of keep1ng home visit appointments and attend-

1ng the b1weekly center sess1ons. Bocumentat1on of these follow-up con-

taets 1s maintained in the social service records. The program had a com-
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plet1on rate of 97.3 percent for home visits scheduled between December
1985 and April 1986. Twenty percent of the missed visits were because the
family cancelled a home visit. The remaining were missed because of

teacher or parent i11ness, death in the family, or some other unspec1f1ed

reason.

" The Head Start Program has a "no drop" policy and has never term1nated

a fam1ly from the rolls because of missed visits, largely because prolonged

absences and missed v1s1ts have never been a maJor problem. The central
:*f4ce has set an attendance goal of complet1ng at least 30 of the 32 sche-
i weekly home visits, a home visit complet1on rate of almost 94 per-

Y. Comb;ned with center attendance f1§ﬁrés the overall attendance rate

~as exceoded 90 percent over the last few years. Head Start does not count
.hildren as present {if they have an exeused absenee.

Parents who have problems keep1ng the1r home visit appo1ntm,ncs tend to

be, in the words of one of the home v1s1tors, *moms who can't get it

together.' These parents are described as hav1ng poor organ1zat1on skills,

as be1ng forgetful, and as not understand1ng the1r role as a teacher of

their own children. In talk1ng w1th the Head Start staff, one gets the

1mpress1on that the parents who have high 'miss rates® were probably not

good prospects for part1c1pat1ng in a home-Based approach to beg1n with.

when rﬂcru1ted these parents apparently tended to register some confusion

and res1stance to the idea of tak1ng responsibility for working with the

target ch1ld at home through the week and for transport1ng their child to

the b1weekly center sessions: 1In short the home-based program does not
seem to be a pr1or1ty for pareﬁts who have d1ff1cu1ty keep1ng visit
appointments: They are not sufficiently involved in the aiageaﬁ, do not
take responsibility for their teaching role; and do not seem to understand

the home-based approach, according to the Social Serv1ces Coordinator. How-
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ever, since Program F has a low dropout rate and a high percentage of com-
pleted home visits; it appears to be successfully recruiting families who

are suited for this model.

The parents mentioned above are the parents who need Head Start the

most, according to the Program Director; who stated that "it is a goal of
this program to get these parents back on track and have them start accep-
ting responsibility. This is not always possible in the short time we work
with families, but a true effort to help these parents and children is put
forth."

Although the Head Start program will not terminate the enroliment of
families who have attendance problems, families that do have high "miss

rates” often tend to drop out of the program of their own accord. If a

family is going to drop out of the Home-based program; théy tend to do so
within the first or second month of school, according to the home visitors
interviewed. The Social Services Coordinator felt that there was no par-
ticular time when attrition was highest. Very often, a record of cancelied
home visits is a precursor to the family’s dropping out. HYowever, marital
and employment problems are often related to parents cancelling home visits
along with lack of parental interest in the child’s aducation. Marital
problems often result in the spouses splitting up, leaving no one at home
when the home visitor arrives. Employment problems typically result in the
family’s moving out of the catchment area in search of work, or taking
trips out of the county to explore alternative employment possibilities --
igiin 1ééV1n§ no one at home when the home visitor comes knocking on the
door. Accor-ing to the program director, the number one reason for "drcps”

is family relocation for employment.
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The program had only three dropouts dur1ng the 5-month péri od EﬁrVEyea.
None of these 7amilies was replased by new enrollments. A1l of them

droppéd out betause tney moved from tne area.

enrolled), the program mlght not f1ll vaeant slots until the foilowing year.
It the program is under- enrolled vacancies will be filled from the waiting

11st as soon as poss1ble. However; no new enrollments are taken after the

end of January. slnee the Director feels that the child and family cannot

benefit suff1e1ently from one semester: 1In add1t1on’ funds from the medi-

cal/dental budget tend to be obl1gated by danuary so that the program often
cannot prov1de a new fam1ly with comprehensive health services after that

date.

Observations

The Head Start Program’ s ability to mo1nte.r a high complet1on rate for

the weekly home visits and the strong attendance at the biweekly center ses-

sions is a credit to the program. The program s low dropout rate also

attests to the general satisfaction of participating families. The iinkages
aévéiaaéa with the local publ1c schools and the Regional Inter-pistrict Coun-

cils aaaéai Eo be h1ghly effective strateg1es for recruiting eﬁ1ldren w1th

tices, include the selection process, the enrolimént of 1neome-el1g1ble chil-
dren. and the referral process. Because much of its recruitment aet1v1ty
centers around Jo1nt efforts with the Regional Interd1str1et eounc1l (wh1ch
works to 1dent1fy and diagnose the needs of hand1eapped preschoolers), Pro-
gram F has 30 percent of its enrollment compr1slng special needs children.

Howevar, the program does not use a systemat1c obJeet1ve process to help



stroétore and facilitate dec1s1ons on the selection and enrollment of chil-

dren; and families with other k1nds of needs may not be so well served.

Head Start is under enrolled in the category of 1ncome el1g1ble chil-
dren; a problem that is apparently new to the program. One groao that is

apparently difficult to recruit and that represents a new entry into the poo!

of potential fam111es eligible for Kead Start is that of farmers in bank-

ruptcy. Now that a prev1ously unserved aroup has beeome elig1ble for Head
Start EErv1ces. 1t may become necessary for the program to reevaluate its
trad1t1onal recruitment strateg1es part1cularly in those cmnnon1t es where
recruitment goals have not been reached.

It may also be a t1me to consider alternat1ve program oﬁtionsz Some of
the areas served m1ght bEnef1~ from the ava1lab1lity of a center-based
oﬁtion; If staff members have reason to believe that some eligible families
deciine Head Start enroliment: because they do not want frequent home visits
oF do not hass time for the level of parent involvement requirad, an addi-
tional opt1on m1ght be considered for these familias,

Referrals from Head Start to other eh1ldeare agencies have, up to now,
beer nonexistent. Head Start is in a position to help those over-income
wa1t1ng 11st families who could afford the ava1lab1e serv1ces by mak1ng

active referrals to these other ch1ldcare agenc1es. The development of

referral l1nkages between Head Start and other childcare agenc1es may also

facilitate Head Start enroliment through the result1ng enhanced community

awareness.
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PROGRAM G CASE STUDY

The Program and Community

A comb1nat1on urban-rural program under the auspices of a community

action agency, this Head Start Program operates 13 centers serv1ng four
counties and a total of 871 children. As part of the case study site visis

to th1s Head Start Program in tha ueep South, the Head Start Program T

ent on the Pol1cy Council, and three d1rectors of other childcare agéncles

were interviewed.

Table 1 shows several basic facts about the program. Enrcilad fan!ies

have access to one program model at present: This standard moaél meets

model was adopted in. response to the need' of a large number of working

parents The number of home v1s1ts per month varies accord1ng to family

need. Staff of the var1ous components of the program (soc*al serv1cé§;

program spec1al1sts education staff) make visits at d1fferent times in the

course of the year, with at least three visits made to each home .

of 19 children for every two adults in a classroom. Forty-two percent of

the teachers and 29 percent of the classroom a1des have CDA credent1als.

There is 1ittle staff turnover, with only 4 new classroom aides in 1985-86.
The staff of 184 includes 109 who were formerly Head Start parents:
Four of the staff are current parents of Head Start children: The staff

reflects the ethn1c1ty of the c'ients it serves,; be1ng predominantly Black
with a few White members.
The grantee's offices are s1tuated on the ma1n street of a small uni=

vers1ty c1ty in the deep South The spaclous and attractive storefront

358
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(:BLE 1
PROGRAM G FACT SHEET

HHS Region Iv

Area Served Rural

Agency Typs CAA
orogram Model(s) Offered Std. Full Day

Total Funded Enroliment (Fall 1985) 871
Average Actual Enroliment (12/85-4/86) 870
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 78
Percent Enroliment by Age (Fail 1985)
2-year-olds 0
3-year-olds -0
4-year-olds 41

49

8

5-year-olds

6-year-olds

Average Daily Attendance (12/85-4/86) 91.8
Average Monthly Dropout Rate (12/85-4/86) 0.1
Percentage of Eligible Children Served

4-year=olds a4
S5-year-olds . 64

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten No




building houses both the grantee staff and the Head Start Administrative

tary, Education Coordinator, Speech Therapist, Social Services Coordinator
and Health Services Coordinator all work out of that office, traveling to
the 13 Head Start centers in the surroundiig counties. Some are an hour's

drive away. Founded 19 years ago, the prucrim is proud of its achievements

for social and educational services had been large'y unmet in an economi=
cally depressed state which has historically placed 1ittie emphasis on
social services and whose welfc e aliotment for a famiiy of four was $144 a
month 1n 1985.

The Head Start Director, Deputy DirFector and Social Sarv:-es Coordina-
tor all felt encouraged by what théy saw as a change in the way Head Start
is regarded in the community. They feit it has moved in peopie's eyes from
a "babysitting service* and a waste of money to being seen as having a

strong impact on children and famiiies ‘n upiiftirg their condition. They
feel that Head Start has had an economic impact on the area. Thrée years
ago the university began bringing its child development classes to visit

the program, whicr has also enhanced its prestige in the community. Early

Table 2 shows some basic comunity demographics of low-income famil{es
with 3- to S:yéiézbid children in the area served by Program é; EéSéd on
1980 census data. The income distribution of the counties served by
Program G indicates that this is the lowsst income area of any of the
case study programs. The income distribution of enrolled families
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TABLE 2
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM G

A. Income distribution of famiiies with 3= to 6-year-old children
S o o . o o _ ﬁércént Gi: )
Income Level . Percent of Population Enrolled Children
$4,000 and under 13.2 50.1
$4,001 - 8,000 17.0 34.3
13.2 10.7
7.4
9.2

$8,001 - 11,000
$11,001 - 13,000 7
$13.00i and over 4

2.7
2.2

B. Percent receiving pubiic o o
assistance: 10.2 51.6

C. Racial/Ethnic Distribution
Race/Ethnic Group

White 3.7 0.7
Black 62.5 99.3
Hispanic 0.0 0.0
Asfan : 1.2 0.0
Native American 0.6 0.0

D. Percent single-parent -
families: 36.0

[,
[,
.

Proy

E. Employment Status of low-income population

1. Single-parent families o
Percent employed: 48.4
2. Two-parent families
Percent both _employed 27
Farcent one employed 37.
13

Percent neither employed
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indicates that the program s énraiimg families primarily from the
lowest level of its target area population.

Section C of Table 2 compares the racial/ethnic distribution of chii-
dren enrolled in the program with the distribation of 3- to 6-year oid
children of low-incoms ($11,000 of 16ss) famiiies in the program's approx-
fmate service delivery area, based on 1980 census data. Although the cen-
sus data are several years old, and alEﬁéﬁéh tie census area used for this

analysis 1ncludes some areas outside of the program's immediate service

delivery area, it appears that there is a substantial proportion of White
fami1i:5 1n the area who are not being reached by the program. The per-
eéﬁtigé of single-parent families enroiled in the program (66.9) 1s much

higher than the percentage among low-income families with children aged 3-6
in the counties served by Program G. The census burusu's employment stat-
Istics confirm the high level of need in this area.

Head Start Program staff members Feported that there have been fluctua-
tions in birthrates, and shifts in the iocation of eligible families the
past several years: They aiso reported some increase in working parents
and in family income but not eﬁéuéﬁ increase to enable families to move out

of poverty. There are also more hand1cepped children in the program ncw.

Staff attributed that partially to a change in parental att1tudr toward the
ﬁaﬁ&iéaﬁﬁéd. That 1s, parents are more willing to admit that a problem
exists and to seek help; there 1s less stigma attached to having a handi-
capped child. Staff aiso reported an increase in Black families in the
four-county area as well as a number of ~ural poor moving to federally sub-
sidized housing in cities or towns.

The other childcare agencies also reported population shifts resulting

in what one director called "a shift from rural poverty to urban povert:."
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The director of the daycare agency; a former Head Start teacher, said that
the medizs! naeds of the eiigible population in terms of impetigo and worms
are not ds severe and extensive as before: She also feit that better hous=
fng and jobs are available to poor people now than four years ago: Ali
respondents feit that the types of probiems and needs of Head Start-
el1gible families had not changed a great deal over time: Even with higher
’saiaﬂés; the problems of trying to survive and the difficuities brought
about by lack of education and resources remain s1gn1f1cant. Family prob=

lems ment1oned 1ncluded child abuse and drug and alcohol problems. However,
the Head Start staff stated that more attention is be1ng g1ven to these

problems than 1n the past. The Social Services Coordinator also reported
an 1ncr'a§ in teenaged pregnanc1es in the community.

A church based daycare center in one of the count1es reportad erov1d1ng
childcare, nutr1t1on. transportat1on and attent1on to medical and dental
needs of the families her program serves. The program had 3¢ Title XX
daycare slots; three of which were vacant at the time of the visit. They
were also serving three other famiiies who were paying fees. The director
felt that .i0st of the childcare needs in her town were being met either by
Head Start, childcare agencies or by relatives caring for children. She
sa1d; “Some children from d11apidated houses are walking the streets
uncared for, some of school age, some younger.* She was unable to est1mate
the number but felt there were a lot of them out in the rural areas in the
county. The daycare agency in the city where the Head Start off1ces are
| located prov1des a var1ety of services to children aged 2 - 13, including a
preschool read1ng and math read1ness class music, daycare. Ianguage
1nstruct1on (Arabic), and an even1hg Study hall. The program provides ser-

vices on a siiding scale to families below USDA income scale and for $25 a
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week to those over iﬁééﬁé: The director felt that the need for academic
assistance for children and childcare for teen-aged parents was going

The third agency 1nterv1ewed provides serv1ces 1n a nearby city also

served by the Head Start program; The program serves 2- to 6-year-olds,

previding them nutrition services and a curriculum inciuding reading and

mitﬁ reaa1ness; The a1rector felt that the childcare needs of the commu-

n1ty were bein ng me

o
.l

Head StaFt staff Ei§1a1ned that many grandparents or other relatives
iiva near enough to help care for children while parents work. This may

expla1n the apparent contradiction between the ianéé numbers of unserved
el1gible families and the perception of those interviewed that mosi chiid-

care needs were being met.

Assessment Erocess

The Head Start program reported do1ng a needs assessment every three

years with continucus dpdates. The Social Serv1ces Coordinator places

newly acqu1red information regarding business, 1ndustry, and services 1n a
file which is readily at hand when the program is ready to do the complete

needs assessment. In doing the needs assessment, staff gather community

information by quest1onnaire from cannun1ty agenc1es, eentaet state

1984. The needs as essment reperted on family character1st1cs, including

ethn1c1ty, heads of household information, employment and welfare utiliza-
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tion as well as characteristics of children agéd 0 - 6, childcare needs and
family needs.

Needs assessment data are used to locate the families most in need of
Head Start servic s and provided the reason for recently moving a class-

room site from one town to another. Staff also reported using the informa-

tion to determine the number of eligible children within the four counties

served and the type of model to be offered. The iatest needs assessment
showed a need for a classroom in another aFéi; but the ﬁi&éi&ﬁ ﬁii been

unable to provide it due to lack of funds. The program staff reported that
whenever the program has been unable to providé what is needed it has been

due to lack of funds.

Recruitment Process

Th.z major responsibility for recruitment activities iies with the
Social Services Director. Activities are carried out during the month of

Jaiary for tie program year that begins the foliowing September. The fol-

lowing chart depicts the program's recruitment process.

Activity Tife Period Place

Notices that Applications January Two area TV stations

will be taken - Ty=*
Newspaper ads January Four newspapers serving

the 4 counties

Handbi11s January Churches, public piaces
Radio January Area radio stations
Door-to-door Appli- February 4 counties

cations**

*Considered least effective

**Consfdered most effective
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Going door to door with program applications was considered a vitaily
fmportant activity by the Social Service Coordinator. He explained that in
order to reach the most needy fam1l1es, family service workers needed tc go
out and talk with people and to expla1n to them that they must provlae
documentation of family 1ncome their child's immunizatiz»:, and the
Eill&‘s birth. He said that families often need asslstance in getting

and understanding of how systems work. Both the Soclal Services Coord1na-

tor and the Program Director 'eported that there has been a concern on the
part of the regianal office about golng door to door, possibly th1nk1ng
that they were not golng into the White areas to recruits They reported
that they have approached both Blacks and Whltes in the door-to-door cam-
palgn and consider it well worth doing even if there are, as the Director
put 1t, "certain racist reactions.” The notices broadcast on teievision

were seen as the Jeast effective rec ultment strategy because taréet fami=

1ies repnrtedly do not watch at the time public service notices are shown.

Cooperation/Coordination With Other Agencies

In dlscusslng coord1nat1on and cooperation with other agentles Head

Start staff members reported that they regularly send letters to other

agencies asktng for referrals. Agencies include the Department of Health
and Human Serv1ces the State Board of Health‘s crippled children's sei-

v1ces and the regional mentau health agency. The letters 11st Head Start

ervices and 1ncome guldel1nes and invite agencies to v1s1t Head Start

w

centers: The Social Services Coordinator reported that the welfare depart-

ment is really the only agency that provides referrals, although a few may

come from the Department of Mental Health. Head Start stafr members report

that it would be difficult for them to refer children to other childcare



agencies because these might have & fee, and people would feel they were
“shifting them off to another agency.® The Director expiained that for
this reason Head Start would not refer families to other childcare agencies
uniess the families were above iheame guidelines.

When asked about staff percept1pns that the program received relatively
few referrals the program staff exp1a1ﬁea that people in social work posi-=
tions in the state are often politizal appointees with no social work
tra1n1ng and experience. It appears that a Black- adm1ﬁisE*red" predom=

1nantly Black program m1ght not be constdered for referrals by other
agenc1es, particulariy 1f the needy fam1ly were White. It was also
reported that large numbers of needy Black families in that state §6
vnserved because their needs are 1ot a priority to the social workers just
descr1bed. The prpgram eurrently has only six White children. §taff
teacher there were more Hh1te ch1laren in her class and that 1t appears
some Wh1te families are uncofifortat'e with hav1ng their children in a pre-
dominantly Black classroan.

The directors of all three other ch11dcare agenc‘ss interviewed were

Black. They reported referring 1ncome-e11g1b1 e families to Head Start if
their programs were unable to accommocate them oF 1f the chiidren were
handicapped. These agencies also reported that they did not receive
referrals from other social service aéeﬁéies in their areas. One childcare
agency repartea receiving one or two referrals from Head Start each year.
A second said her program had some children fn 1t who were aiso ir Head
Start and that she had recently worked cooperatively with Head Star* to

r.eet the needs of a ch11d thought to have emotional problems.



Enrolliesit

Cr1ter1a for enrollment 1nclude income, hand1caps welfare rec1p1ents,

age of children (with pr1or1ty g1ven to 5-year-olds), fam1ly s1ze, s1ngle
parents, and famlly instability. When 1t comes time to select children for

enroliment, a Screen1ng Comm1ttee meets. This committee 1ncludes members

of the Policy Council, social service workers, educat1onal staff, and par-
ents. The Social Services Director trains the committee on selection
criteria and the screening process. Committee members then sort applica-

tions according to the selection criteria and rate each appllcat1on accord-

1ng to a po1nt system. Those children rece1v1ng the h1ghest number of
points are selected for enrolliment in September.
The Soc1al Serv1ce Coordinator estimates that 92 percent of the fami-

11es currently enrolled are in the 'most needy* category but reports that

even if the 8 percent currently ov:. ¢ “ome were not being served, the

kinds of needs seen would not chani: che nature of the program. He siid

“Our fam1l1es are st1ll of the same educat1onal lTevel, class, and under-

stand1ng of how to Us€ resources and how to create a stable hems.® Thus,

in add1t1on to concerns around income, welfare. and hand1caps the Head

Start program staff feels that family education, resources, and problems
are important 1ndicators of family need for Head Start: In many cases, the
cyzle of poverty, poor health and mainutrition, low 1iteracy rate, and
lllﬁtlé help or hope for breaking that cycle make even over-income familfes

in the area this program serves fall 1nto the "most needy” category by most

3E?lnlflon§. Since the program already considers itself to be serving the

most needy, the staff feels there would be 1ittle effect on the program if
more of the most needy were enrolled unless the niture of the needs

changed.
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?amllles are late maklng appllcatlens and can't “get themselves together"
to get their children's birth certlfleates and immunization records even
with assistance from the staff. This affects the program s ability to
serve these families and results in slets going to those who may qualify
but be somewhat less needy. Some famllles appear to need more help from
the program in compuetlng appllcatlon requirements prlor to selection so
The length of the waltlng llst varies from center to center with some
centers havlng no waltlng 11st at all. The total across the seven centers
was 78 families in September 1985. The shortest center 11st had 8 families
on it, the longest 52. waltlng llst chlldren are listed accordlng to the
1umber of points given them by the selectlon cannittee and are called 1n
the order they appear on the 1ist. Waltlng llst famllles were less needy
than enrolled families in terms of 1ncome. The median income of enrolled

families was $3 000-$3 999 as compared to a median of 35 000 - $5 999 for
waiting 11st families. Hewever; in a1l other indicators of need, there was
very little d1fféreneé between enrolled and waiting 1ist families. There

were no over-lnceme families on either 1ist. ﬂB&ﬁt half the families on

in the percentage 6? Slnﬁle-parent families. Nearly 67 percent of the
enrolled and 64 percent of the waiting 11st families were single=parent
families. ?hé fam1iy size of enrolled famiiies was siightly larger, but
there was llttle difference in the educational levels or employment levels
of the earnlied and waltlng Tist mothers.

Waltlng 1ist children were considerab'y younge 111ed children,
with only 12:8 percent of them being 5 years oid, .d to 49,3 per-

cent of the enrolled children. The:e was a much higher percentage of
B-166

369



4-year-olds among enrolled children. Th1s is exp1a1ned by the fact that
the oroéram currentiy gives 'priority ts é-’yéa’r-oias since there is no kin-

In 1986-87 the state 1s t3 1nst1tute k1ndergarten programs to serve
all children who are. 5 by September 1. Staff members report that this win
mean that Head Start will be serv1ng more 4-year-olds in the future:

Perhaps because of the great need far Head Start services in its catch-
ment area, the program rarely recruits families who then decline to enroll
the1r ch1ldren. Change of 1ocat1on; the need for full-day childcare, or a
decision to place a child in k1ndergarten are the reasons families cite for
decl1n1ng to enr"ll their ehildren. The Program Director said, "Families
don't have a lot of resourees available to them, so we are their last or
only resort. Few aetually decline.” The program favers enrolling children
right up until the last month of class, according to the Social Services
Coordinator who sa1d 1t they can get 30 seconds of training, that's gooc
for them.*

This program has relatively few physically handicapped children, 61 out
of 871, an"ei only 26 parents with health probiems. However, the degree of
poverty 1s 1n&1cated by the fact that 424 fam1l1es (378 sinc arent fami-
11es and 50 two-parent families) are currently rece1v1ng some torm of pub-
¢ assistance, even though 314 mothers (171 single, 143 marr1ed) are
employed and 193 fathers in two-parent families have jobs

Attendanceeandettr4t1on

Each Head Start center keeps records of the total enro17ment total

number of daily absences number of children absent for three or more

consecutive days the previous week, and a record of contacts with families
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whose children had three consecutive absences: Each month, every center

prepares a monthly adm1n1strat1ve report deta1l1ng attendance data, new

enrollments and dropouts as wall as information on nutrition soc1al ser-

v1ces parent meet1ngs. needed bullding repa1rs needed support, sugges-

tions for 1mprovement in serv1ces and deta1ls of center problems. The pro-

gram does not have excused absences they Just co a daily count; followlng

up witk the fam1ly after the th1rd con'=cut1ve absence accordlng to tha
Education eoordlnator. The1r attendawce rate for the 5 months surveyed for

the seuay wes 91.8 peréent* a reported 1nprovement over that of the last

few years due to staff stressing the importance of att- :nce and doing a

thorough Job of follow1ng up en absences.

The program will theoret1cally carry a ch1ld up to 30 days it the

absence 1s for a good reason. however staff reported that they have never

had a chlld absent that long; Should a program slot ope: up, *he center

staff would mova to fil1 that vacancy ﬂnmedlately, w1th1n less than f1ve

days. Staff reported hav1ng few dropouts after December and taking new

children as late in the year as it is feasible for the child to sti1]

receive benef1t frun the serv1ces =< at least until early April. ﬁost

dropouts only occur when a family moves from the area. This usually happens

because the fam1ly 1s looklng for employnenc or for better Jobs or hous? ng.

ene staff member said, "TI'I‘IS state be1ng thé bottom Of the totem ra le as

regards educat1on and employnent would be the reasan to leave. Qut of the

year w1th some centers never having a dropout. Bur1ng th- Becember to

Abf11 per1od there were 6 dropouts a rate of 6.7 percent. Six new fami-

lles were enrolled dur1ng that time to replace them: All dropouts were due

to families having moved from the area.
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GbservatlonsgandAEonclusions

Although only able to serve about 44 percent of the 4-year olds and 64

percent of the S-year-olds accordlng to the estlmates made by th1s study,

the pragfém’s direct recru1tment efforts enabled 1t to enroll 1neome-

¥’
4
o
i

ellngle faﬁlllee for 100 percent of 1t« program slots and to maintain th

enroliment throoghout the year. A h1gh attendan.e rate also 1ndlcates £}

=4
-
o

The level of need of e*rolled and wa1t1ng llst famllles appeared to be

comparable except that program staff indicated that some waiting 1ist fami-

11es were late registering because even with the assistance of Head Start,
Ehéy had dlfflé:lty meet1ng the documentatlon requlrementg. 1t such fami-

lléé are as staff 1nd1cated more needy than those who completed the1r

requlrements perhaps i. Jltlonal help is needed to ensire that all appll-

cants have completed the retJlrements for enrollment o = to select1 on.
The only way the program could serve a higher percen' .e . the E'lélEle
famiiies in 1ts catchment area .ld be to expard the facilities - a move

*hat would require addition] fui.iing.



PROGRAM H CASE STUDY KEPORT

eperated by a CGnnun1ty Act1on 0rgan1zat1on, this Head Start °rogram

'=rves Tow-1nccme ch11dren and fam111es in three cmnnun1t1es 1n the county,

services 1n one add1t1onal caﬁnunity are provided through a de1egate

agency. The county. with 21 mun1c1pa11t1es ranging from affluent suburbs

to busy inner c1t1es, hes a total populat1on that exceeds 500,000. About
80 percent of the population is Black 8 percent 1s Hispanic, and 12 per-

cent Hh1te aM other groups. The Head Start progrmn serves low-income ram-

i;;

111
é d;legate agency. The h1gh y *ndustrialized nature of this area is obv1-

ous from ¢ smokestacks and factories visible from the maze of highways

one encounrnr: upou leav ng the nearby a1rport. The maJor industries are

small serv1ces, cannunicat1ons and ut111t1es. There are a total of 11;777

bus1nesses 5 a!oy1ng about a quarter of a mi1lion workers. In reccat yééis

a number af ; '4Jor emplovers have e1ther moved away or reduced the1r labor
force in the county, contr1but1ng to a i0 percent unemployment rate. The

Head Start D1rector characterized the area's populat1on as hlgh v mob11e,

wh1ch also house a day care renter, some 20-30 minutes’ or1ve from the Head

gran has a current actual

-l \

Start centers. Funded for 177 ch11dren, the p

enrollmént of 153 at the time of the site visit; and an average enroiiment

of 152 for the period December 1985-April 1986. There are two full=day

classrooms and three ciassrooms prov1d1ng double sessions. The program
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reduced the number of full-day classes a number of years 260 1n Fééaéﬁgé to

the reallzatlon that since there was not a large number of néFEiﬁg par-

ents, 1t could serve more families by eﬁ?éiiiaé children for nalf days in

double seaslons. The pregram also operatec a nome-based program for a

year but found 1t was net meeting famlly needs: Table 1 summarizes this

baslc 1nfonnat1on about the program;

Table 2 shows some basic co:munity demographics of low-income famiiies

wltn 3- to 5-year old children in the area served by Program H based on
983 istribution of the communities served by
oportio

1983 census data. The 1ncome a1
Program H 1nd1cates a smaller proporticn of low-income families than is

trow for - =34t of the sites in study: The income distribution of

£re 118G far‘lles indicates th

s
the program 1s enrolllng 'amllles from the

DDH o

lower end of the 1aw-{ncome popuiatlon ‘n the community, with a third of

he fcmllléS earning less than $4,000 per year.

Sectlon c of ;able 2 compares the raclaliethnlc dlstrlbutlon of chil-

dren enrolled in the program with the distribution o 2- to Eziéar*old

chlldren of low-lncome (511 000 r less) famllles 1n the program's approxi=

matf S'rvlce-dellvery area. based on - 36 census data. Although the census

re saveril yéais ol&, and although the census area used for thls ana-

ﬂ\‘
mll

dat

lysls nCIudes some areas outslde of the program s 1mm~d1ate servlce dellv-

families (69 4 percent) in relation to the populatlon proportlon (41 7 per-

cent); It may be that there is a lgher proportlon of Blark famllleg at

the lower level of the income distribution; even among low-1ncome famil{es.

“The percentage of slngle-parent famllles enrolled 1n the program (79 4) 1s

:l'\l
ﬂl

g
in the community served by Program H (35.4). Employment statistics from

= 2
Y

r than the percentage among low-income familias with children aged 3-5



TABLE 1

PROGRAE H FACT SHEET

HHS Reg1on 1

Area Sei Urbar.

Agency Type cA

Program Model (s) Offered Std. Full Day
Double 3Session

Total Funded Enrollment (Fall 1985) 177

Average Actual Enrollment (12/85-4786) 152

Nimber of Child=<n on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 0
Percent Enrollment by Age (Fall 1985)

S

3-ear-olds
¢ year-olds
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Average Monthly Dropout Rate (12/85-4/86)

—
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W

Percentage of Eligible Chiidren Served
3-year-olds 30
4-year-olds 19
State- or City-Funded Pre=Kindergarten Yes
Number of 4=year=oids enrolled 468




TABLE 2

PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM H

income d1str1but1on of fam111es with 3 to S-year old ch11dren

ST S o = Percent Of

incomeALegel Percent of Population Enrolled Children

$4 000 and under 7.9 33.7

$4,001 - 8,000 7.0 43.3

$a.001 - 11 000- 5.3 11.5

$11.00: -.13,000 -2.5 7.1

$13,601 and over 77 .4 4.5

Percent receiving public o o
assistance: 9.0 75.2

Racial/Ethnic Distribution

RacialJEthnutpsragg

White 39.1 13.9

Black .7 69.4

Wispanic i5es 1R.0

Asian 0.6

Native Amer1cai 0.6 0.0

Other 0.6 0.0

Percent single-parent families: 56.4 794

Employment Status of low=income population in the community
1. Single-parent families. 7
Percent employed. 22.7

IR

. Two-pafent families -
Percent both employed 14.7
Percent one emsioyed 77.9
Percent neither empioyed 7.4



the 1980 census show an unusually high unemployment rate among slngle-

parent famllles;
Flfty-nlne percent of the enrolled chlldren are 3-year olds and 41 per-

cent are 4 Elghty percent of the fam1l1 S are s 1ngle-parent famllles,

which haVe an avarage of two ch1ldren each. Seventy-flve percen of the

families are recelvlng o'oll ssista”' (AFDC), 27 sreent of the moshers

are estlmated to be Head Start graduates. The proe"am estlmates that about

a quarter of the mothers vare under the age of 18 whan the1r first child

1
was born. The racla ethnic group d1str1but1on of enrolled children is 14

perient Vhlte 69 percent Black 17 pescent Hlspanfc and less than 1 per-

cent As.an, rouéhly pa.allel*ng the ethnl‘ proportions in the area.

The program employs 27 full= tlmé ana 6 part- ime staff. Eight of the

staff are Head Start parents. In addltlon to the Director and a Secretary,

staff 1nclude an Education Coordlnator a Social Servlces Coordlnator, 3

tor, a Famlly Service Worker, a part time Nutrition Coordlnator and 14

classroom staff (6 teachers 6 full-time tsacher assistants and 2 part- tlme

teacher assistants) Tﬂe average classroom has 16 to 18 children for every

two adults. Half of the classroom teachers have college degrees 1n eariy

chlldhood educat‘ n; none of the teachers or aides has the CDA Creden*1al.

Five of the 14 clisf room staft (teachers and teacher assistants) are new

thls year. In dlscusslng staff turnover, the Head Start Dlrector polnte*

out that 1t has become increasingiy difficult to retain qualified teachers
because of the higher salaries paid by the public schouls for teaching 1in

their pre kindergarten program.
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Cmnnunlty Neede AssessmentAEnocess

The New Jersey program conducts a Eommun1ty needs assessent every

three years; and does an annual update. Much of the informz’ion comes from

other agenc1es th the cmnnun1ty -- daycare programs (number of slots num-

hsr enrolled, etc.); superintendent of schools (number of chis dren e11g1ble

fir free lunch program) mayor's office, health deparbnents. lhe state

welfare department prov1dee statistics on the nuaber of preschool-age ch1l-

dren in AFDC fam1l1es. Wien she fir<t cume to the pru ram six years ago,

the D1rector found ‘t difficult to keep informed about the needs of the
comnun‘lty, but now that she has had the time to build good relationships
with various community agencies, it is much easier to be knowledgeable

about cmnnun1ty needs.

In addition to a trend toward 1ncreas1ng numbers of younger ch1ldren in

the cannun1t1e erved by Head Star recent cunnun1ty needs assessments

have shown a large number of s1ngle-paren fam1l1es growlng pLnsers

of ch1ldren in foster care. an 1ncrease 1n the nmnber of parents enter1ng

tra1n1ng programs (e.g.. JTPA). and an increase 1n the num.s ar of hand{-

ccpped children with developmental delays (gross and f1ne motor) and eh1l-

dren with social ancd emotional m ma deustments. There 1s a cr’ tieal need

for subsidized hous1ng 1n the ommun1t1es served by the program, and the

target areas containing income-eligible families ar ’1fi1ng. creat1ng

some difficulties 1n .erv1ng those fam1l1es due to the problems in locat1ng

affordable facilities. The characterist1cs of parents are chang1ng' they

are becon1ng yoUﬂger° many teenagers are becomlng parents and an est1mated

4% percent of the parents are functionally 1ll1terate to the po1nt where

tbiy n ed extensive help 1n completing program applications. The racial/

ethn1c composltlon of the target cunnun1t1es has been chang1ng also w1th
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ean (5.g., Po’rtu’guesﬂ pepu1at1ens. A i:ucrease 'n the number of 11legal

© '

aliens has compl1cated both needs assesement and recruitment and enroliment

act1v1t1es due to the 1acE o? birth health and 1neohe records.

The resuits of the eunnunity needs assessments have been used for pro—

gram p1ann1ng, such as 1dent1fy1ng the kinds of help fmn1 1es 4111 need.

One of the major uses of the commun1ty needs assessment reéently has beer,

to demonstrate the need for more programs for 3-year-olds: Data oEtained

for th1s study 1nd1~ate that 70 percent of the e1191ble 3-year olds are not

beino served by either Head Start or the ﬁisl1c preschoo1 program; The

populat1on sh1ft tc 1ncreas1ng nunbers of younger children 1n re1at1on to

the total population of preschool-age children ment1oned above 1s occur-
r1ng at the same time that the public schools are iﬁéreasiﬁgjy éoﬁbeting
for e1191ble 4-year-olds;

This 1s the first year in which a full-day program has been offertd.

A two of the communities the fuii~éa§ Siééiéﬁ was institted because over

the past two years Head Start had been los1ng ch1ldren tr fu‘ 1-day daycare

programsa When ‘asked why the entire 5F6§Faﬁ was qot .ull-day, the Sociai

Serviees Eoordinator noted that the need d1d not sist to that extent in

the community.

Needs assessments hav- also been used by the program for determ1n1ng

areas to target recruitment activities. The soc:al sarvicas eoord1nator

uses a street map of the cmnnun1ties served w1th spec1f1c ne1ghbor'1ods

as

= 2

markud as hav1ng concentrat1ons of ei*gible fam111es. Informatien that

enableu staff to target house-to-: ou1e recru1tment has been the mus® sefu1
outcane of tne cannun1ty needs assess nts. Eannunity nesd: assessmenc
data are not use’ for a'tering enrolln<ni criter . becaine 25 the 3irustor

stated, {f familics are i ieed; thei -8 1a nesd. The information on
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other agencies' serviees; however, is useful for avoiding duplication of

services.

The B1reetor, Soc1a1 Serv1ces 6oord1nator and Fam1ly aerv1ce worker
prov1ded their perspectives on recruitment: The “-i" strateg1es 1nc1ude

hanaing out flyers through the city recreaticn di'.: ~:.ts, putt1ng up

posters around toﬁn, ads in the Yellow Pages not1t T | the Head Start
newsletter, 1nsert1ng flyers in letters :ha% go out from the Welfare

Department, 2 pooth at the local hec:th fair, word-of-mouth, referrals from

other agenc1es and door-to-door canvass1ng. Recru1tment 11terature is

printed in anl1sh span1sﬁ and Haitian Creole:. The Family Service Worker

part1c1pates in the door-to-door recruitmént tak1ng along flyers and a

*recrui -mant survey* for reooro1ng information on area res1dents. She 1s

accompan1ed by a parent who speaks Haitian Creole and Frencn. Some of tha

ne1ghborhoods are extremely 'run dovn, making 1t 1ncreas1ngly diff1cult to

get volunteers to do the door-to-door recruitment.

The personal contact prov1ded by the door-to-door act1v1t1es however,

1s seen as one of the most effective recruitment strateg1es. The other

aet1v1ty that has proVen to be effective for th1s program has been the

i ertion of flyers 1p Helfare Department envelopes with tear-sheets that

can be retarned to the progr M Rad1o and TV announcements are seen as
Teast effective; and only two or three families learn about the program
thr: ugh newsoaper ads. Fl1ers have 11m1ted effectTVEJess because so ﬁaﬁy

parenis i ;”a diff iéolty read1ng.

Tnc annual recru1tment process, undar the d1reet1on of the Soc1al Ser-
vices Coord1nator. beg1ns in January with the distribution of fiyers, and

door= to door rec.u1tment takes place 1n Hareh and April; The Parent
B-177
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parent voluntee g to help with door-to- door recru1tment (s1x parents have

been 1nvo1ved £ year); ence a fam11y expresses 1nterest 1n enroll1ng a

child, a reg° .. .~ appointment 1s made a aaa thz family 1s guided through

the appl1cat1on process, proof of 1ncome is tabl1shed health record< are

obta1ned and parents are informed about additional i 1nformat1on needed for

enrollment.

When asked about target1ng program recru1tment efforts, the Soc1a1 Ser-

v1ces eoordinator reported that they were mandated to recru1t from the most

needy areas of toﬁn as déiigﬁétéd by fe census 1nformat1on. In fact, ske

sa1d. 1n one community the city office was unzware of pockets of poverty

1dent1f1ed by the ﬁ d Start program. The door-to-doer recru1t1ng referred

to above is spec1f1caiiy set up by c1ty streets to cover the areas Whe'e

the greatest need ex1sts. 'He are def1n1tely recru: t1ng the most needy,

ti.1 coordinatc saids The Fam11y Service Worker. herself a Head Start par-

ant, féit that 1! the Head Start-eiigibie families in their target areas

kite about the program.

Th1s year the program has been exper1enc1ng some d1fficulty in ach1ev~

iiig full enroliment: This is attr1buted. in part to the "compet1ng

childcare programs that attract Head Start-el1g1ble ch11dren. In part1cu-
Iar, the publ1c schools 1n Nev Jersey \rfer a pre-kindergarten program and
1nterv1ewees reported tnat they are 1ncreas1ngly f1nd1ng parents who prefer
a preschool program that 1s under the ausp1ces of the pub11c sehools‘
partly for the presumed adva tage 1t m1ght prov1de the1r ch11d upcn g1 Ter-

1ng k1ndergarten. There was a l o some feél1ng that recru1tment staff m1ght

need to work a 1ittle harder under these circumstances in order to 311 ali

“the program's siots.



Estimates obtained for this tudy show that Head Start 1s serving about
19 5&?635& 3? the ellélﬁle 4—year-olds 1n 1ts servlce dellvery area. When

Head Start and publlé school pre kindergarten program enrollments are added

toééthér, however, the p1cture changes dramatlcally wlth vlrtually all of

the -year-olds belng served. Only 30 percent of the 3—year-olds are belng
sérﬁéd; ﬁawéeér;
Althoﬁéh the D Dlrector and the Saclal Servlce Coordlnator keep "on top“

of all recrultment actlvltles, there are no systematle records r=6t of the

éiééé freqaencles or extent of each type of actlvlty (e g., do: *-to-docr

canva§3l5§ melllngs ads etc ). The effectlve” ss of varlo~. recruitment

actlvltles 2: evaldated through staff dlscuss1ons of what has -appened

the recruitment perlod. The records that are main:ained on each

ol

throughouf

famlly ihéiaae .uformatlon on how the famlly found out abou” the program.

About 36 percent of the famllles enrolled in the fall of 1985 were dlrectly

recruited ay te *rm, am. 54 s2rcent 1n1t1ated contaet themselves and 10

§1

percent came tn:o 3 rﬂfe:re 5 from other agencles.

Cooperation/Coordination with Other Agencles

The Head Start Dlrer'
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resents an 1ncrease over previous year Referrals come from the Blvlslon

of Yodth and Famlly Servlces (DYFS) -- the chlld proteetlve services -- if

the Chlld has had soclal and emotlonal adjustment problems from AFDC the

of opznings for referral enrollments.
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Head Start has excellent relat1ons w1th other agencles largely becauee

of the long- term 1nvolvement of the Director and the aoclal Serv1ces Coor-

d1nator going back twenty years. (For example the Soclal Serv1ces Coord1-

nator has been presldent of the Protective Services Council for the past

two years ) Through her and the Director's part1c1pat1on 14 Board of Edu-

cat1on meet1ngs, c1ty counell meet1ngs Protect1ve Serv1ces Col"rll and so
fcrth these agencies have become highly aware of He: : Start - “hat
referrals beeome easy.

Head Start also refers children to other agenc1es -= a number equal to

about 20 percent of the Head Start enrollment 1s referred each year. Th1s

1ncludes referrals for welfare benef1ts pro*ect1ve services, the puhllc

schools' presehool hand1capned program and to daycare providers with Title

XX slots. (Fam1lles who are over-lncome as far as Head Start 1s concerned,

may 1n some eases. qual1fy w1th1n the sl1ding scale of Title xx.;

Gne of the otner agenc1es prov1d1ng a form of ch1ld care in one of the

Head Start communities (a half-day program operated by the clty reereatlon

department) reported that 1t did not refer ch1ldren tn Heac atart The sup-

ervisor of this program currently perrel«ed Head Start as 11m1ted to cer-
s o

tain kinds of families (whereas the recreation d°partment accepted children
from families of all 1ncune levels) and 1ncorrectly saw Head Start as
"#111ed up. The d1rector of ’mnnun1ty Coordlnated Ch‘ld Care reoorted

at her agency referred fam1l1es to Head Stars 1f they d1d not need fuil-

ll (2l
:7‘l

day care. In comment1ng on ways of meet1ng commu11ty ’eds She expressed a
. desire to see more shar1ng of resources (such as space and leadersn1p)
between Head start and other agenc1es, for example, to p1lot extended- day
Head Start serv1ces. Unfortunately, Head Start does not have the space or

resources to meet such needs.



éﬁrajiﬁééi.
The grantee has a systematic process for selecting children into the

program: After the applications are completed and various information on

the family is documented (e.g:; type of family; income verified, public

assistance received; medical and psychological needs assessment~, and so
forth); the Selection Screening Committee meets to review ind p-ioritize

the applications: This is done by assigning points to each iamily based on

the follcwing criteria

o Family income -- basic federal criterion, no points given if within
guidelines; one point subtracted :f over-income but within USDA
guidelines. If a choice has tc be made between iwo families with

the_same income, the length of time they have been at that {ncome

level 1s considered.

o Age -- Priority given to thz older 4-year-olds; no points given
for applicant’s age; first all 4 1/2-year-olds are screened, then
all 4-year-oids, then all 3 l/2-year-olds, and so orth.

o Disabled -- Disabled children take priority over able bodied chil-
dren. Degree of disability is of no concern.

o Stress -- Each stressful situation is given one point (a given fam-
11y may_have more than one); this is an area that requires individ-
ual interpretation. Exampies of family stress include having an
abused or_neglected child, having.-a disabied family member, foster
child, over-crowded 11ving conditions, one-parent family 'nd drug or
alcohol -abuse.. Referrals. from DYFS (children's protective serv’ -J

take priority over other applicants.
The Selection Screening Committee is made up of the following ¢ -dividuals:
Two Head Start parents
One Head Start érandparént
Head Start Directur
Head Start Social Service Coordinator
Head Start Parent Involvement Coordinator

One Head Start teacher

One Head Start assistant teacher

Thres non-program members (a social worker, 1ay therapist and a rep-
resentative from a local service agency).
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dec1s1on about each ch1ld/fam1ly. Three of the staff 1nterv1ewed serve on

thls commlttee and all felt that th1s process essentlally def1nes what the

"most needy" families are. As the Director expressed 1t all the famllles

in the program are "most needy." She also polnted yut that need is

v1de the servlces Head Start does all the fam1l1es are needy. The Soclal
Services Coordinator explained that if the family 1s needy in tinancial

terms and has problems. she believes that the childran will be those nost
in need of the program. On the other hand. she believes that all children
can potentlally benefit from Head Start, so long s thera is a good educa-

t1onal currlculum, parent 1nvolvement and health and soc1al servlces.

Famlly needs are also taken 1nto account when asslgn1ng ch1ldren to one

of the two program options (full-day or part-day) If the parents are in a

tra1n1ng program cr worklng, ch1ldren can attend the full-day program. If

the parents are not worklng, are worElng part t1me or ﬁorklng at nlght.

chlldren are placed in the half—day program. The half-day program operates
as a double session, w1th a morn1ng session from 8:30 to 12:00 and an

atternoon session from 1 GG to 4:30. Children who live close to the center

are enrolled in the mornlng sess*on (dependlng upon the parents' schedule)

and those who 1ive further away attend in the afternoon:

When asked what they thought might be the impact on the séaééaﬁ if
their enrollment had a greater proportion of the iﬁéSé needy,* the ?amlly
Serv1ce Wbrker felt that it would place more demands on the staff and that,
perhaps they wouldn't be able to serve as many ch1ldren as they do now

(wlthout increasing staff and resources): The Social Services Coordinator,
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however; felt that this would have no effect on the program, since they are

already enroll'lng the most needy families: There are rare occasions when

an el1g1ble ch1ld would not be enrolled but th1s would happen only if the

ch1ld had a behavloral or emot1onal problem that caused h1m or ber tc be

dangerous to others, or if the chiidis handlcap were such that the child

would benefit more from another type of sett1ng. In those easés' the child

would be referred to another program (e.g., to the New Jersey pre-

k1ndergarten hand1capped program where there is a teacher-ch1ld ratlo of
1:8).

The program places no off1c1al l1m1t on the number of years that a

famlly can continue to enroii its childrens But the Social Services

Coordlnator explalned Head Start would take a close look at a family that

had several chlldren 1n the program to see if the famlly really continued
to need Head Start: In reallty, there is a very small number of families
in this situation:

On occaslon, fam1l1es are recrulted for the program who subsequently

deciine to enroli thelr children. Head Start staff said that there are a

1ot of different reasons for this == some parents feel there's too much
paperwork invoived, some don't believe children should receive shots, some
resist the psychoiogical separation from their child, some feel the program
1s not “Christian enough,® some don't 1ike the prospect of "burdensome®
parent involvement, some decide to enroll their child into another program
ipartlcularly ?ullzday care or the publlc school programi and some move
away between the time of applicatlon and selection. The Sucial Service
Coordinator felt that one characteristic of the families who deciine to
enroll thelr chlldren is that some are from d1fferent cultures and view
Head Start § efforts to help as prylng into 1nternal famlly affalrs. The

Director saw an additional reason -- some families are s1mply s0 worried

Sl



aboﬁt the bas1c necessltles that they can't handle worrylng about send1ng

their children to Head Start.

When there is no more room for el1g1ble ch1ldren in the program, the1r
names are placed on a Waltlng l1st. Typlcally; the waltlng 115t consists

of three types of families: (: ) these whose children are not yst three,

(2) those who have completed all documentation required for the appiication

process, and (3) those who have made appllcatlon but don't have all thelr
documentation completed (blrth certlflcate, 1noculatlons* physlcals, etc.).

At the t1me of the site vlslt there was no waltlng llst and the program
vas under-enrolled. Durlng the perlod Becember 1985 to Aprll 1986, the

enrollment level.

Attendance and Attrition

Attendance records are kept at each center and malntalned by the
child's teacher. Information is recorded on monthly sheets that show the
number of children in attendance for each day of the month. This format

makes 1t easy for staff to see when a child has had a number of consecutlve

absences but there 1s no separate record o? consecutlve absences or

_documentatlon of reasons for excused absences and follow-np actlons. The

Head Start Director polnted out that these problems w1th the forms have
lead her to seek to use the new federal form.
Although the program has never counted excused absences as present,

staff does Reep track of them, uslng the 1979 Federal Reg1ster cr1ter1a
transportatlon problems; weather; i11ness and other family circumstances
such as death, fire, incarceration. The Director estimated that the
monthly attendance rate averages 80-90 percent but that it gets worse with

bad weather.
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For the period surveyed, the program's average attendance rate was only
65.6 percent. Attendance was adversely affected by transportation problems
in the month of January. A staff vacancy resulted in there being no trans-
portation for one of the centers during the week sampied by the study. In
February a holiday and a now day affected tne attendance rate. Even in
March and Aprii, however, the attendarce rate averaged between 73 and 75
peréent of actual enrollment so the program clearly had attendance problems
which were not being effect1vely addressed

In recent years, childhood 11inesses have increased; negatively affect-
1ng attendance. In part, this is attr1buted to recent Haitian and Central
Amer1can 1mm1grants. In some cases h1gh absen t *ism is attr1butable to the
parenti attitude == there are some who are not h1ghly mot1vated to get
conven1ence for them rather than a real n*c**s1ty fpr the1r Ch1ldren.

When overail attendance is low, the reasons are investigated and
ééeaiﬁaaaaaas made if pessible. The situation may require, for exanple,
chang1ng a bus route or obtaining winter clothes and shoes for a child.

Ch11dren with attendance prob]ems are not dropped but werked w1th.

The teacher makes personal contact with the fam111es and the pregram
attempts to provide additional support as needed. In some cases, “these
are the families who need the program the most," the D1rectar expla1ned.
If after two months there were no 1mprovement in the attendance s1tuat1on,

they wou]d cons1der dropp1ng the fam11y, but only after every attempt had

ef eh11deare. There seems to be an increase in the need for mere heurs of

childeare. Although the program staff are concerned about meeting these




daycare center. Where possible, they will accommodate parents by enrolling

children in the full-day program; but they have also on occasion had to

refer parents to other programs for dayoare. Attrition ic believed to be
highest right after Christmas and Just before closing in the spring.

There were 10 dropouts and 18 new enrollments over the five months

examsned for the study, an average dropout rate of 1. 3 percent per month.

Four of the dropouts were at the parent's request. In one instance; the

parents nad both tsken new aobs. one working nights; the other days. They
felt the child should be at home to avoid added stress on the family due to

conflicting schedules. In another case; the family had personal health
problems which 1t did not wish to share with the Head Start staff. In a

third case, the parent decided not to send the child back to the program
after an illness; and in the fourth case the reason given was “"parent

changed her mind.®

The reasons were different for each of the other six dropouts. One

family moved, another had a transportation problems, another had a child

with a long-term illness and reportedly had a conflict with a staff member

over the problem. One parent had scheduling nroblems, another transferred

to the preschool program; The parent with scheduling problems also had not

provided documentation of immunizations: This was also the case in another

instance. Both of these families were dropped by the program for their
failure to comply with a federal reouirement; This raises question con-
cerning the amount of assistance provided by the program to famiiies .n
getting their fmmunizations, particularly since staff reported that in the
past familtes on the waiting 115t had not been enrolled because they had

not completed admission rquirements such as immunizations:
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As slots open up, new families are enrolled up to the end of March

(the program continues operating until the last week in June) The

beyond this date would be disruptive and not much learning would occrr.

Observations

This Head Start program is facing a number of challenges in tﬁe areas
of recruitment and enrollment. Extensive efforts are expended to recruit
families into the program and yet the program still has openings. Among
the families who are enrolled attendance rates are consistently below the
expected 85 percent level. Four 13sues came up in the interviews wit pra-
gram staff and representatives from other agencies. First the state-

supported pre-kindergarten program appears to be enrolling increasing num-

Head Start. Staff memb' fe l that this has a definite effect upon Head

ures indicated that in 1985 86 the schools were enrolling 2.5 times as many

Head Start-eligible chileren as Head Start was. All together, it 1s esti-
mated that 88 percent of the eligible 4-year-olds are Being served in
either Head Start or the public schools. Bnly 30 percent of the 3-year-

olds are being served however. With such a sizeable competing puBliE
school program in the area, Progrmn H might need to consider expanding its

service delivery area or serving an even ﬁigﬁer proportion of 3-year-old§;

A second issue Head Start staf? continually cope with is the increase

in incidence and severity of family problems, and particularly the increase

in families with multiple problems; including i11iteracy; substance abuse;

spouse abuse, inadequate and unsanitary housing incarceration, and so

forth: These problems exacerbate the inherent difficulties of being
. 187
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unemployed and poor. There does seem to be a trend toward increasing

{nvolvement of parents 1n tra1n1ng programs and the program appears to be

full- and palt-day programs;

A third issue that surfaced during the interviews (which may be reiated
to the tncreasing severity of family problems) is a perception on the part
of several program staff members that parent attitudes are changing. There
seems to be less interest among parents in the kinds of parent involvement
in thé program {c1assroom, Policy Councii, volunteering to help with

recru1tment) that have trad1tionally prov1ded solid support to Head Start

programs;

A fourth issue has to do ﬁith fac1l1t1es. A part1al explanat1on for

1n locat1ng centers to be convenient to the concentrations of el1g1ble

fam111es. Space is very EipensiVé in these communities. And the option of

tak1ng the program t the fam111es does not appear v1ab1e -- a home-based

option was employea one year when space was not available, and the response

of the 17 fam111es enrolled in 1t was not h1gﬁiy favorable.

These 1ssue: nave an 1nteract1ve effect on recruitment and enrollment.

The presence of state-supported programs comb1nes W1th decreas1ng mot1va-

tion for parent 1nvoTvement to make 1t eas1er for parents to enroll the1r

children in the p;bl1c schools programs; The salary schedules of the pub-

11c schools make it increasingly difficuit for Head Start to retain the
k1nds of staff that w111 g1ve the comm1tment 1n time and energy to deal
with iﬁ:reas1ng proolems while rece1v1ng Snadeouate compensat1on. The
individuals interviewed for this case study have that commitment and con-
cern, but expressed frustrat1on about the 1ncreas1ng d1ff1cu1ty of replac-

ing other staff (e:g:; a heaith coord1nator);
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Head Start is th ehensive childcare program in the coun
t

only comprehensive childcare program in the county,

providing services to both children and families: Considerable effort and

Féiﬁiﬁﬁﬁé of recruitment ﬁFiEFiiiés.; location of céﬁfers; and program

responses to changing parental attitudes will be needed to meet its pre=

sent challenges:



PROGRAM I CASE STUDY REPORT

The irogram and C

The Program I Head Start program is located 1n a red brlck school

bulldlng on the north side of a large Texas clty. The school buildlng was

butlt in 1934 by the HPA and an addltlon was bullt 1n the 1960 S. Located

in a decaylng resldentlal area. the school occuples an area pproxlmately

equlvalent 1n slze to a clty block. The abuttlng streets are Tined with

trees and grassy areas are well worn. The school playground 1s generously

appolnted with jungle gyms brlghtly palnted tires, a sand box and enough

pedal vehlcles for an entlre class to rlde around the rubber tracE. A slgn

over the front aaar, whlch has a handlcapped access ramp, reads "welcome to

,,'School Head Start;'
At the time of the site visit, Head Start had 20 classrooms richly

decorated for Thanksglvlng, 1nclud1ng dlsplays of children's work bulletin

boards composed by teachers, and classroom doors decorated wlth Pllgrlms

and turkeys. Pasted on each door was a 1ist of all of the chlldren in the

classroom. Eleven of the classrooms were for Head Start classes, one ﬁas

for the home-based center, four were for the new pre-klndergarten ciéégaé;

and the remaining four were for special education classas. Head Start

classes contalned 20 chlldren each' the pre-klndergarten classes 22 each.

Funds for the Head Start program flow through the County Eannunlty

Action Program to the clty's Independent School Dlstrlct. The grant funds

220 center-based and 24 home-based slots. Table 1 summarlzes this and

other program 1nformat1on. The program serves all of the county; but is

targeted to the area surroundlng the school, a predomlnantly Black nelgh-

borhood and the lowest 1ncome area in the clty. Last year a proposal to



TABLE 1
PROGRAM I FACT SHEET

HHS Region VI

Area Served | Yrban

Agency Type School
Program Model (s) Offered Std. Part Day

Home-based

Total Funded Enrollment (Fall 1985) 220 center-based
24 home-based

Average Actual Enrollment (12/85-4/86) 214 center-based
24 home-based
Number of Children on Waiting List (Fall 1985) 0
Percent Enrollment by Age {Fall 1985)
3-year-olds | 7:8
4-year-olds 74.1
S-year-olds 18:1
Average Daily Attendance Rate ([12/85-4786) 86.8
Average Monthly Dropout Rate {12/85-4/86) 2.3
Percentage of Eligible Children Served
4-year-olds - 56

State- or City-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Yes
Number of 4-year-olds enrolled 150

! program I did not maintain an official waiting 1ist because the public

school Pre-K program enrolled children while "waiting® for Head Start.




expand the- program to serve another low-lncome area was not funded: Pro=

gram enrollmént is 24 percent Whlte, 21 percent Black and 55 percent Hls-

panlc. Almost half the families are s1ngle-parent families.

The Dlrector of Head ntart a former klndergarten teacher, has been
wlth the Head Start prooram for 26 years. For the past ten years she
has served as the Blrector. The Heao Start program has 42 staffi 37 full
time and 5 part t1me. Slxteen séa??'wéré ﬁééé Start parents; Staff posi:

CUord1nator, Secretary, 1i classroom téaéﬁérs, 11 classroom aldes; 3 home

vlsltors, 5 cafeteria workers and 3 custodlans. A Health cpordlnator, a

Health aide and the speclal education teachers are not pa1d for by the Head

Start grant but provlde services to Head Start chlldren. Sevanteen of the

classroom teachers and aides have their CDA credential. Each of the 11
classrooms has at least one CDA staff person; Only one classroom alaé was
new to the program this year

There are ié members on he Policy Councll, 29 of them are Head
Start parents. Each parent f111s out a form indicating how they would 11ke
to volunteer, and parent volunteers appear to be plentlful. Dur1ng the

month of Bctober, 65 parents prov1ﬂea volunteer services.

-~

The center-based program operates from 8: 30 to 2 00, Monday tnrauah

Frlday from Bctober 1 to May 31; CIassroom act1v1t1es are organlzed around

five learn1ng centers (sclence homemaklng. raadlng, etc ) where ch1ldren
can choose to work: All classrooms have blllngual staff; two are identi-

f1ed speclflcally as billngual classrooms 1n whlch parents can choose to

enroll their children.. The blllngual classroams are mostly Spanlsh. In

the past bf 1ngual classroom 1n Khmer (for Cambodlan chlldren) was also

offerea. The home-based program provldes une weékly home visit durlng which

home visltors work w1th parents on learnlng activities for thelr chlldren.
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with 3- to S-year-old children in the area served by Program I (based on

1980 census data) The income distribution of the cmnnunlty served by Pro=

gram ! indicates that a hlgh proportlon of these fam1l1es are below the

aavérty level: The distribution of famlly 1ncome of enrolled famllles

1nd1cates that about 70 oeroent of them have 1ncomes between 34 000 and

$ii;666; This roughly parallels the 1ncome d1str1butlon of the populatlon

in the area.

Section C of Table 2 compares the racial/ethnic distribution of chii=

dren enroliled in the afaafaﬁ with the distribution of 3- to szyéar:aia

children of lcw-income (SII 000 or less) famiiies in the program $ approx-

imate servlce-ot 1very area. based on 1980 census data. Although the cen-

sus data are several years old, and although the cenfus area used for th1s

analysis includes some areas outside of the program s immediate service

ivery area, it appears that Program I is ooér;enrolllng Hispanic chil=

Q.H

el
dren and under-enroiling White chiidren in relation to their proportions in
theé eligible population:

The percentage of single<parent families enrolled in the program (ié;él
1s higher than the percentage among 1ow-income families with children aged
3-5 in the communlty served by Program I (30. 0) Employment statlstles
from the 1980 census confirm the high level of economic need in this area.

Intervlews wlth the program staff and the d1rector of a daycare center
1nd1cated that over the past f1ve years there had been an 1nerease 1n the

number of worklng mothers an increase 1n slngle-parent famllles (nostly

households headed by women), an increase if teenage marrlages and an

increase in the divorce rate. The preschool-aged population was also

increasing.
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TABLE 2

PROGRAM AND COMHUNITY GEMOGRAPHICS
PROGRAM I

A. Income distribution of fam111es with 3= to 5-year-old \Hilaren

S - =~ I - Percent Of —
Income Level Percent of P onulation Program-
4,000 and under 5.1 11:5
$4,001 - 8,000 10.6 36.8
$8,001 - 11,000 15.8 33:9
$11,001 - 13,000 11.0 11.0
$13,001 and over 57.5 7:2
B. Pg[ggngfgg;e1v1ng public s s
assistance: 2.4 210
C. Racial/Ethnic D1str1bution
Ramianm;s;:ouﬁ'fii""”’ Group
White 62.5 24,2
Black 7.5 . 205
Hispanic 23.8 54.5
Asian 5.0 0.0
Native American 1.3 0.8
D. Percent single-parent e o
families 30.0 42.2

E. Employment Status of low-1ncome population

1. Single-parent families.
Percent employed:

P
!
e
~

2. Two-parent families :
Percent both_ employed 28;6
Percent one employed. . 64.3
7.1

Percent neither empnoyed




Hous1ng 1n the targ area was ooor. Several homes had been recently
condemned and demolished. Community data indicated that available housing
was crowded and much of 1t sub-standard. Some homes had no bathroom or
kitchen: One family was seen outside in the winter cooking on a make-

shift; o1l drum grill:

A]though the incidence var1es annually, the Head Start B1rector thought

there had been an increase in child-abuse during the 5?év16u§ year. The

B1rector of the Bay Nurseries conf1rmed the 1ncrease in ch11d abuse &ﬁé

also 1dent1f1ed an 1ncrease in wife abuse, sexual abuse and érﬁé abuse in

the cannun1ty. The Texas Bepartment of Human Resources provided data that

conf1rmed many of the Head Start program s conclusions: The génerai
he county: AFDC
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case loads child protect1ve cases and the number of children in

state-ﬁuréhaséd daycare have all 1ncr°ased.

The daycare center visited was an attractive and modern fac1l1tv built

on land donated Ey a Ehiianthroﬁist; It was also located in the target

area for the Head Start Program. In the backyard of the center, a group of

men loitered in a lot strewn with l1quor Eotties; The week BFEv1ous to the

site visit; a man had been murdered in a fight in the lot next to the day-
care center;

The current school year was the first year the state-mandated
Pre=kindergarten Program was impiemented. Before the Pre=K program, the
length of the Head Start waiting 11st ﬁé& Béén increasing. For the current
year, most of the waiting 1ist chiidren were enrolled in Pre=K classes in
the same school bu11d1ng. As siots in Head Start opened up, children were

transferred from the Pre= ﬁ ci to the Head Start classes. As of eariy

no fam1ly had refused a transfer. Staff felt this was because Head Start
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could provide additional services not available through the Pre-K program.
Pobulaticn data obtained for this study showed that Head Start was serving
about 56 percent of the eligible 4-year-olds in the catchment area. The
state Pre=K Program and Head Start together were estimated to be serving 88

percent of those eligible.

Community Needs Assessment Process

The cannun1ty needs assessmenf is "a November project" for the Head

Start Director. She collects data annually from Title XX Daycare, the

records and prepares the report on the 'Scandard ACYF form.* The data 1s

then reviewed with the Pol1cy Council. The nseds assessment also takes

into consideration other serv1ces that are available for children and fami=

1ies in the cannun1ty as well as services that ars not avajlable.

The latest neseds assessment indicated a need for after-school care and

additiona) daycure for middle income parents. The Daycare Center Director

confirmed the need for daycare. Her center had a waiting 1ist of over 720

families,

The heea ass essmeﬁé was seen as useful for program plann1ng. The Head

Start Director felt that the most recent needs assessment did not suggest

any erag'raﬁi changes. In addition; the needs assessment was not seen as

useful to sett1ng enrolIment criteria since "the federal government sets
enroliment criteria for us:" The community had several unmet needs accord-
ing to the Director of Day Nurseries: The most serious need was for addi-
tional daycare for low to middle iﬁt&ﬁe famiiies. The Day Nurseries had
or1g1nally planned for ten daycare centers in the area based on plann1ng

data. Only three had been funded. The program had a wa1t1ng 118t of 729

children as of October 1, 1985. The Director estimated that two or three
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hundred additional calls had been received from families who could not be

placed on the already over-extended waiting 1ist:

In addition to daycare needs; there is said to be a need for medical

services for low-income families. Transportation is aiso reported to be a

problem for families 1iving outside of the public transportation area:

In general; the Director of the Day Nurseries felt that more money was

needed to address unmet community needs: In some programs, there had been

federal cuts in funding. Title XX had been level-funded over the previous
5 to 6 years while expenses had increased: Titie XX did not allow for cap-

ftal improvements or for the purchase of property to set up new centers:
The Day Nurseries had been able to set up three of the ten pianned centers
because a weaithy philanthropist had donated land and money to build the
first center. United Way also provided some support to the program. Two
of the centers are run in donated church space. This sometimes means

1t again every Monday morning before the children arrive.

Recruitment Process

The Socfal Services Coordinator chaired the recruitment team, which was
made up of two teachers, two aides and a parent. The Parent Involvement
Coordinator, a Social Worker and several additional parents participated in
the distribution of recruitment materials. A1l parents were asked to let
other families know about the program. The maﬁcr recruitment activities

ccnducted were as follows:
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Strategy ‘Time Period Place

Recruitment posters were Aprii/May County-wide
distributed to all

cannun1ty agencies

Radio; TV and Newspaper July-September Local TV, radio and
spots were featured newspapers
Part1c1pat1on in Preschool August Local §ﬁoppin§ mall

Screening Program

Although recru1tment flyers and ads ment1oned enly Head Start the public
scﬁools Pre-K program slots were eas1ly f1lled at the Jo1nt Preschool

Screen1ng Program held in August;

The sé&?? interv1eﬁed thought that 'word-of-mouth " part1cu1ar1y #rom

Enow when their children receive good care, and other parents believe them

when they recommend the program.® The staff used to d15tr1bute letters to

the pastors of all local churches but have d1scont1nued this practice.

Newspaper ads and articles were seen as the least effective recruitment
Qtrat66§ since the ?ami11es el1g1ble for Head Start were not 1ikely to read

newspapers: TV was seen as a moré effective way to reach famiiies. Staff
beiieved the most sffective strateg1es were the Preschool Screen1ng Booth
in the shopping mail and word-of-mouth from Head Start parents.

The aaiéﬁis who were 1nterv1ewed during the site visit were H1apar1c
and had been act1vely 1nvolved 1n the Head Start program for four years.
third and youngest ch1ld was enrolled; They were Svrv1ng as President and
Secretary of the Pel1cy eounc1l and were act1vely involved in recruiting
both formally and 1nformally; "I tell everybody about Head Start," the
mother said.

They saw word-of-moutﬁ as the most effective recruitment strategy.
“Not all fam1l1es in the cmnnun1ty know about Head Start. Most do, thougn,
B-198

L 401



and it's from people telling people -- from word-of-mouth -- that the pro-
gram has gained a 1ot of community support: In addition, Head Start does
more for famiiies than other agencies in this community.®

This family had come to the city when the husband was transferred to a
nearby Air Force Base. He had recently been commended at the Base for his
active involvement in Head Start. When the family moved to the city, the
ccupie looked in the yeliow pages for the Head Start program. Both of them
had been Head Start bahtiéibants in New Mexico where they grew up, and they
appreciated what Head Start had meant to them. |

The Social Services Coordinator aiso visited other social service
agencies in the community to describe Head Start services and provide
descriptive 11£é;&£ﬁ?é; Her activities were partly considered a recruit-
ment stfatééy and were partly used to compile a 1ist of other services
ava11ab1e 1n the cunmun1ty for a resource guide to Head Start parents which
sie had written.

Children recruited from April through August were enrolled in the
program beginning 6cteber 1. Between the dates a famﬂy 1n1t1a11y appHed
the fam1ly was 1n1t1ated by both part1es. The pregram made sure the
families were obta1n1ng the nee essa ry deeumentat1on (a copy ef the child's
b1rth eert1f1eate ‘{ncome ver1f1eat1en and a reeord of 1mmun1zat1ons);
Parents often called to f1nd out abeut the1r status. Parents reee1ved
net1ees frem the pregram regard1ng the dates of orientation sessions. Once

a fam11y was enrelled; fam11y needs assessments were conducted.

Program i Head Start keeps in closé contact with various communi ty
agencies. It also has letters of agreement with some agencies regarding
B-199
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' referrals to Head Start. Staff of the var1ous community services for young

ch1ldren generally belong to a local affiliate of the Nat1onal Association

for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) and attend meet1ngs regularly.

Staff also attend functions at other community agencies. As a result of
this 1nteract1on; cooperat1on and coordination are quite good. It was
clear from talking with the D1rector of the Day Nurserias and observ1ng
part of a parent tra1n1ng sess1on. that people who worked w1th young chil-

dren 1in the city knew each other and knew about programs other than their

own,

The B1rector of the Day Nurser1es said that she had seen a lot of

1mprovements in Head Start over the years. She said she ! had lost good

staff members to Head Start teach1ng positions because the Head Start Pro-

gram provided the1r staff w1th the same pay and benef1ts as teachers in the

The Head Start program rece1ves referrals for about 10 percent of the

non- hanaicapped ch1ldren and 75 percent of the hand1cappe& children
enrolled. Referrals came from the following agencies:

Child Helfare

Day Nurseries (Title XX Day Care)

Health Unit

Mgg;g}fﬂgalth/ﬂental Retardation

Independent School District S

Regional Education Service Center (Inte ediate School District)

Advancing Babies Chances

Head Start also makes referrals to other agencies. The Director of the
Day Nurseries estimated that 25 referrals per year ‘rom the Head Start
program. Head Start also makes referrals to the foll 1 agencies:

T1tle xx Day Care -

Public School Preschoo! Program

Menta) Health/Mental Retardation @
West Texas Rehabilitation Center (0T, PT)



About twenty ch1ldren were referred for speech therapy during the pre-

vious year:

The Head Start program also benef1tted from the ava11ab1l1ty of trans-

portat1on from the local school system. Parents were resppns1ble for drop-

ping off and picking up their children at the nearest néighﬁérhééﬁ elemen-
tary school. The Head Start program was aiso able to provide transporta-
tion to daycare centers for some children who attended an extended daycare

program.

Em:ollment

A11 children who enter the Head Start program are required to pre-

sent immunization records and a birth certificate. Center-based enroliment

requ1res that the child turn 4 years of age prior to September 1 of the

enter1ng school year. Ch1ldren in the Home Start program are requ1red to

be at jeast three years old on or before September 1.

In the past, an administration selection cunn1ttee met during the
second week of August to review appiications. The committee consisted of:

The Head Start D1rector

The Director of Handicapped Services
The Family Services Coordinator
The Parent Involvement Coordinator
The Nurse-
The Secretary
A Parent from the Policy Council
The committee met once a year and ranked all of the appiications that had
been received.
Screen1ng of a11 applicat1ens was dene dur1ng the secend week of August.

decisions were based mainly on Jowest 1ncome among the appl1cahts; In

addition, several other criteria were considered. These included: severe
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medical problems s1ngle-parent families, emot1onal crisis in the home

(child abuse, recent divorce, death in the fam1ly). and 1imitations in

Enalish- speak1ng ability. Rather than rank1ng one cr1ter1on over another,

the whole set of circumstances was <onsidered. Lowest income families and

fam1l1es that needed the most services were given pr1or1ty.

For the over-1ncome families, f1rst pr1or1ty was g1ven to hand1capped

ch1ldren. If other over-1income fan1l1es were accepted they were evaluated
on the basis of medical bills. s1ngle-parent family status emotional cri-

sis in the home and need foir English-as-a second- language serv1ces.

By apply1ng the criteria of lowest 1ncome and cons1der1ng the other

factors the program attempted to serve the most needy ch1ldren and fami-

l1es. Staff estimated that between 15 and 25 percent of the families in

the program represented the most needy. If the program were to enroll more
of the most needy families, 1t would need additionai money for medical and
denta! se.vices. Because of 11m1ted resources the program prov1ded medi-
cal and dental serv1ces to the fam1l1es who needed them most and stopped
prov1ding serv1ces when the funds ran out*

A parent who served on the screening cqnn1ttee said of the process,

"We took the most needy and those that needed services the most. We would

11ke to have taken all of the families because they all had needs. It's
hard to make decisions about who should qualify and who should be denied

services.”

During the 1985-86 program year the selection committee did not meet.

It was the f1rst year of the state-mandated preschool program,; and most of
the ch1ldren recruited who were not eligible for Head Start were el1g1ble
for the Pre-K program. Head Start enrolied the "most needy and referred

the other income-eligible famiiies to the Pre=K program that operated n

the same school bu11d1ng. Income e11g1b1l1ty requirements for the state-
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mandated program allowed higher fam11y incomes: The eligibility for Head

Start and the Pre-K programs (also for Title XX Daycare) compared as fol-

Tows:
Head Start pre=K.
{Federal) {State)
Size of Family  Annual Income Size of Family  Annual_Income
1 4,980 : 6,825
2 6,720 2 9,165
3 8.460 3 11,505
4 10,200 4 13,845
5 11,940 5 16,185
6 13,680 6

In past years the program had a ﬁa1t1ng 1ist of about 50 chiidren: In

1985-86, the only waiting 11st was said to consist of one or two families

who had not prov1ded the necessary documentat1on (income ver1f1cat1ons,
inoculation records, birth certificates). As openings in Head Start ciass-
rooms occurred, the Director and program secretary went through the Pre-
kindergarten ciass 1ists and identified famiiies with the lowest incomes.
These families were transferred into the Head Start Program.

S1nce the program had no wa1t1ng 1ist at the time of the site visit,
data cn the 56 families on the fall 1984 wa1t1ng 11st were coilected. A
comparison of families on that 1ist with currently enrolied families gives
some indication of the differences between those selected for Head Start

and Waiting 11st families.

wa1t1ng l1st when leek1ng at income alone. The median income of enrolled

families was SS 020- 58 999 eempared to a median of $9 000- $9 999 for those

on the waiting 1ist. nere enroiled fam111es (21 percent) were on pub11c

welfare aid. There were 10 over-income fam1l1es enrelled or 4. B percent

of the total. The waitin g 1ist had no over-income fam1l1esa
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The only family factors on which there was information on both groups
were family type and ethnlclty; Forty-two percent of the enrolled families
were single-parent compared to 1ess than a third of the waiting 1ist fami-
l1es. Both groups were predomlnantly Hlspanlc, although Hlspanlcs made up
54.5 percent of the enrolled families compared to 66 7 percent of wa1t1ng
11st families. The percentage of thtes on both 1ists was the" same, and
19. 5 percent of enrolled families as compared to 11 1 percent of waltlng
11st families were Black.

The progréﬁi so'inEtlﬁiés enrolied a chiid who was not on the waiting
11st. This was done only when the child or family unit had greater needs
than families on the waiting iist: For example, the program wou'd take a
child from a ’amlly that was suspected of child abuse, a handlcapped child
or a chlld from a family in crisis if the circumstances were more critical
than those of a child on the waiting 1ist. During the 1984 85 program
year, 2 chlldren out of 56 dropped off the waiting llst. one was put into

famlly daycare By the parents. The other famlly moved away from the area.

After fami1ies are seiected into the program, announcements are sent to
the famllles informing them of a reglstratlon day schedules for late Sep-
tember. Cach famlly receives a scheduled time when 1t can come to the cen-
ter to f111 out the required forms and have its chlld tested. When asked
who is involved in the enrollment process, the staff responded "Everyone®!
Burlng the enrollment process, teachers administer tests, other staff help
parents complete paperwork and parent volunteers answer questions and gen-
erally help with the process. This team approaeh was also avident in the
program s response to the site v1s1t. Everybody p1tched in to help collect
the data ndeded tor the study.

Sometimes famllles who were el1g1ble were not enrolled in the program.

This occurred when another placement was deemed more appropriate (e.g., for
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a handicapped child) and when parents could not get their child to the
nearest neighborhood elementary school for transportation. At other times,
parents decline to enroll their child; usually due to transportation prob-
iéﬁé 6F to iséaaiafiaai problems between the parent and crild: réame of

ééiaﬁitéa from Eﬁéii piégéﬁaai-agéa Eﬁiiaren; Eifﬁér fﬁe mofﬁer ériés or
the child cries; and the parent decides the child isn't Feady."

The program has no po11cy exclud1ng mu1t1ple children from one family

from attending the program. The child must be age-eligibie and the family

must be income-eligible and mest the other selection criteria. Staff esti-
mated that the program serves approximately 23 percent of the eligible pop-
uiation in the county: However; data obtained for this study (Chapter IV,
Table 2) show that 88 percent of the eligibie population are being served
by the two programs == Head Start and the pub11c preschool. With unlimited

resources, Program 1 wou]d elect to serve more families, particularly the

rural fam111es who do not have access to services.

Attendance and Attrition

The Head Start program has not had difficulty maintaining attendance of

8s percent or above, except during a rare snow or ice storm. Data §athere&

between December 1985 and Apr1l 1986 showed an 86.8 percent attendance
rate. Ch11dren are not counted present it they have an excusec absence,
but exeused absenees are noted on the da11y attendance sheets subm1tted to

the seeretary. Sl1ps are sent to the Fam11y Services Coordinator to

Attendance has 1mproved over the last few yea Tiiis improvement was

attributed to a statewide effort to 1ncrease parents awarenéss of the
B-205
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1mportance of good attendance in public schools. The ioeai schoo! district
began g1v1ng prizes for good attendance, and many Head Start parents also
had ch11dren attend1ng public school. Two children did have attendance prob-
lems dur1ng the 1985-86 program year; One had chronic ear problems and was

hand1eapped. The other ch11d s mother was afraid to let the ehi1d go to the

program on days when she expected her estranged husband would Eidnap her.
Po11cy called for term1nat1ng a child from the program for an unexcused
absence of more than 30 days for the center-based program. Two children

were dropped for that reason dur1ng the per1od studied. There was no limit

on missed visits for the home-based component. Vacancies in the program
were ftiied "{mmediately." Generally, it only took a day or two to enroll
a replacement family from the Pre=Kindergarten class.

Fésraary 15 was the last date on which a fam11y was permitted to enroll
a child unless the child was transferred from another Head Start program;
The rationale for select1ug that date was that thz program was required to
provide physicals; dental screening and all other services speéified in the
guidelines prior to May 31 when the program closed. Staff found it diffi-
cult to do all that was required in 3 months.

Twenty-seven children dropped out of the program during the period
aecember 1985 to April 1986. Twenty of these moved from the area, two had
too many absences one child was discovered to be under—age one parent
reported she had too many poblems gett1ng the child ready in the morning,
one child was transferred to a daycare program and two were withdrawn at

the parent S request w1th N6 reason g1ven.

Observations
That fact that this program is run by the public schools with the

Head Start Director also functioning as school principal facil{itated
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strong coordination hetween the public preschool program and Head Start

dur1ng the first year of fund1ng for public preschool. This cooperafiph

ééS‘l'If] in the fa1i and to continue to fi11 vacancies by tak1ng the lowest
income families from the public preschool 11st. Abou: 12 percent of the
eligible population 1S not being served by either program, however, and it
1s possible that those families not being reached by Head Start's word-of-
mouth recruftment strategy or by its posters and flyers are more in need of
services than those whose app11cation for Head Start are self-1n1t1ated.
Furthermore, since the program s needs assessment was more a prooedural
aet1v1ty than a plann1ng tool for reeru1tment 1t is poss1b1e that ne1gh-
borhoods w1th needy fam111es are be1nq overlooEed and are not being reached
by the program s current recru1tment qractices.

It also appears that H1span1e families may be more |1Ee1y to respond to
word of mouth since there was a d1sproport1onate number of anrolled fami-
11es from that group when comparea to the popul’f ion of the area served:
Estimates given By the program during the site visit showed that 6 percent
ot the total county population and 10 percent of the section of the city
where the program was located were Hispanic: 1980 census data; on the
other hand, indicated that more than one-fifth of the county population was

H1span1c.

The Head Start program definitely refiects the fiavor of a schooi-based
program: Procedures for enroliment require the usual documentation public
schools requ1re (birth certificate and record of immoﬁiiéfiohéj; the cut-
off dates for age-eiigibility are the same as the pubiic school dates,
attendance procedures and forms are closely modeled on the public school
model, and staff receiye the benefits that public school teachers are
entitled to.
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APPENDIX C

SYNOPSIS OF INSTRUMENTS USED
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STNGPSIS OF INSTRUNENTS USED IN READ START RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLHENT STUDY

~ nstrugent Respandent s Kininistratioi

Content

A, INTERVIES
1. Head Start Director  fead Start directors  During site visits
Interview Guide

| Spot B

Person responsible for  During site visits
recruitnent activities

2. Recruitrent Staff
literview Guide

412

Communlty needs assessient
Factors examined
Changes.-in comunity needs
How results are used

Recruitment
Target- population(s) S
Effective/Ieffective strategies
Eligibility criteria
Referrals -
Fron other agenc1es
To other agencies
EnrolIment
Definition. of "fist. needy
Effect of serving ‘nost, needy”
Availability of income-eligible
- Children -
Factors affecting enollnents
Absenteeism and Dropouts
Criteria for excused absences
Drapifig children feom rolis
Filling vacant slots
Reasans for dropping out

Community needs assessment
Conduct of needs. assessnent
Sources of infornation
Use of results.

~ Changes in communlty needs

Recruitnent
Recriitient process
Strategies used
Targeted recruitment
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STNOPSIS OF INGTRUMENTS USED IN HEAD START RECRUITNENT AND ENROLLMENT STUDY

[nstrument

Respondents)  Aduinistration

Recruitaeit Staff
Interview Guide (cont.)

3, Palicy (el
Representative
Interview buide

Pnlncy Council During site visit
Chairperson or Parent
representative actively

involved in recruitment

Referrals
Fro other agencnes
- To-other agencies
Enrollment o
Definition of “Fost needy"
Effect. of serving more of the
_"nost_needy"
Saff irilved
Use of waiting lists
Selection criteria
Assignment. decisions
Absenteeism and Dropouts -
Criteria for excused absence
Reasons for-dropping children
from rolls.
MhngﬂMs;”
Reastns for dropping out

Eonnunlty needs assessnent
Accuracy and-use of peeds- assessment
Characteristics of eligible families
Changes in_characteristics of
eligible families.
Affacts of changes on progran-
Other.agencies serving eligible
- populations
Recrultnent
Strategies. used
Effective/ Ineffective strategnes
Targeted recruitment
frollneat
Definition of *nost needy o
Effect of enrolling "most needy" 4 l .
Selection process and criteria J
Brnpnnts B
Main reason for dropping ot
Trends on dropouts



SYNOPSIS OF INSTRUNENTS USED N HEAD START RECRUITMENT AND ENROLLMENT STUDY

——Instrimest — Respondent(s) Adninistration Content
4. Other Childcare Director or key staff Services provided
Agency Director in agencies that Community needs - -
Interview Guide provide childcare to Conduict of needs assessment
Head_Start eligible Usé by other agencies
families - Changes. in community needs

B CHECKLISTS 0 B CONPLETED BY SITE VISITORS

5. Fanily Records Study staff
Review Guide

416

Cnmpleted onsite based
on & sample of records

to indicate what inform-

tion is available in the
files

Recruitment
Target popu]atlons ,
Referrals from Head Start and
__other agencies
Referrals to Head Start
Availability of services
Enrollmemt .
Eligibility crlterla
Other enrollment criteria
Characteristics of children served
Charscteristics of children that
drop out
Effactivaness of Head Start in
- meeting community needs
Unmet needs in community

Chlld Information
Age
Ethnicity
Siblings
Handicap
Other daycare
Funding
- Attendance -
Family information
Family composition
Income
Parent infornation (age, educatlon
“employment)
Language spoken
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SHNOPSIS OF INSTRUNENTS USED [N HEAD START RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLWENT STUDY

e

:ﬁl“

Inst ruignt ————Respondent{s)

Faniy Records Review Program Infornation

taide (cont.) How recruited
Progran model enrolled in
Transportation provided
Fanily needs
Follow-up and review

6. Waiting List Fanily  Study staff Completed ansite based  CAild Inforation
Records Revies on a.sanple of records..  Age .
Guide to indicate-what informa- Ethnlcity
tion is available in the Siblings
files Handicap
Otherdaycare
- Funding. -
i Attendance
Faiily lnfurmation
Fanily composition
Incone -
Pareat 1nf0rmation (dge, education,
-~ eaolognent)
- Language spoken
Progran Inforsation
How recriited -
Program. model enrolled in
Transportation provided
Fanily needs
Follow-up and review

I. Attendance Records  Study Staff Conplete-onsite based AthmaﬂmMmemwMﬁ
Review Guide o & revien of records iivere kept?
B to determine what in- By whom?
118 fornation is maintained  Information on:
, in records Total enroliment o
Daily attendance 4 1 ')




SINOPSIS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN HEAD START RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLMENT STUDY

nstruent

Respcadent ]

Muinistration

Cantent

Attendance Racords
Review Guide (cont.)

B. Recruitment Records
Review Guide

0. Bead Start Progran
Information Update

Study Staff

Director

Tobe cnpleted onsit
to determine information
kept in files

To be campleted by tele:
phone prior to site visit

Daily absences
Nunber absent four or more
 Consecutive days
Contact with fanily if absent
- four or more days

Excused absencer

Reasans for absence
Follow-dp or prolonged absence

Conmunity needs assessment

~ Docunent and data collection forms

Records on:
Door-to-doar canvas

Flggﬁ, o T
Contacts with other agencies
Presentations at meetings
Income eligibility lists

- Other

Evaiuation

Verification of PIR data on:
Type of agency
Arez Served
Staffing - =
Parent volunteers
Parents. on policy council
Total funded enrollment
Staff involved in recruitment
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SYNOPSIS OF INSTRUNENTS USED IN HEAD SART RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLMENT STUDY

e egudails] ___ Mnistratio e

(. FORHS FOR PERlODIC 5UBMISSION BY SITES

10mmmmmw mmmmmf To be completed for one. mmemMmm
Stirvey week each month {randomly  Total funded classroon- enrol lnent
selected) from Dec. 1985 Total children presently enrolled

to April 1986 Daily information on:-

No. of children attending
No. of children absent
No. of exciised absenices
No. of exciised absences counted
. aspresent
For home-based program S
Total nunber hone-based Families
_ funded
Number enrolled .
Tota] home visits plamned .
Total hone visits conpleted
Reasons for visits not completed

9+3 !

11. Report on- New Head Start Staff To be submitted monthly  Child information
Enrol Tments fron-Dec,-1985 through Age -
April 1986 for each Ethnicity
newly enrolled child Siblings
Handicap -
Othér childcare
Finding

Family information

Type of family

Fanily_incone

Over income

Incone verification
S Public assistance
42?2 Faily problems

Parents’ education and enp] oyment
Mother's age - ---
Nother under 18 when first child born
Parent -in-Head-Start as-child
Live within ﬁalking distance élf?f;




STHOPSIS OF INSTRUNENTS USED 1N HeAD START RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLRENT STUDY

Instrument——— Respondent{s) Ad nlstratlon

12. Report on Dropouts  Head Start Staff Io be completed monthly
from Dec; 1985 through
Apri1 1986 for each
child that Teaves the
progra

124

Program 1nformatlon
How recruited
Program model
Transportation provzded
Dropout information
Date entifed
Date lef
Who initiated
Child Iaforation
Agé B
Ethnicity
Siblings
Handicap - - .
Otherchildcare
Funding source
Year in program
Family-information
Fam11y compos it ion
income
Qver income
Incone verification
Public assistance
Problems - -
Parents’ education and employment
Mother's age -- - -
Nother uader 18 when fifst child barn
Parent in Head Start as child
Live within walking distance
Language of hone
Program information
How recruited
Progran model
Provide transportation
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Instrunent

STROPSIS OF HSTRUMEATS USED TN HEAD START RECRUITHENT AND EMROLLIENT STUDY

Respondent 5]

Muinistratior———

(ontent

0. FORS FOR GRTAINIHG TRFORNATTON OF CHILORER AND FARILIES

13, Information on

o]
1
®

Enrol 1ed Childian
and Families

Head Start Staff

et by o
after site visit

Chiid Information {by family
compos1tlon)
Age -
Ethn1c1ty
Number of chlldren in famlly
Handicap :
Fam11y Jnformatlon (by fam1ly
structure)
Income ... ...
hunber over incone
Number on_public assistance
Family problem .
Parents. education and employment
Language of home
Recru1tment
[ncome: verlflcatlon
Recruitnent method
Transportat1on -
Living within Ralking dlstance
Ljiiiig outside walkim distance
Additionél fanily informat ion
(by:iﬂéﬁmé levels) - -
Family/child problems
WyaMngw)
Nother's edication and emp]oyment
Parents.who were.in Head Stait
Number of children in-family
Nunber with older siblings in
Head Start
Income Jevel
Over income
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SYNGPSIS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN HEAD START RECRUITHENT AND ENROLLWENT STUDY

Instrusent Respondent(s] Kininistration Content -

1. lnfuruatlon o Head Start Staff Completed during or child Infommation (by famlly
Waiting List after site visit conposition)
Children and Age
Families EthnlClty -
Nunber of chlldren in fam1ly
- Handicap
Faiily ifformation (by famlly
strictire)
Income

Nunber over income - -
Namber on_ptblic dSSlStéhCé
Family problen |
Parents_edication and employment
Language of hone
Recruitment .
Income. ver1f1cat1on
Recruitment method
Transportatlon e
Living within walking dtstance
- Living-outside walking distance
Additiunal family. informat ion
{by- income levels) --
- Family/child problems
(by ethnic group)
Wother's edical ion and employment
Parents who were_in Head Start
Nunber of_children. in fanily.
Number with older siblings in
Head Start
fncoe Teve
Over income

(o]
1
90
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- REPORT ON MEETING OF - PRINGIPAL,IEVEgTIGATORS
OF EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDIES

On October 17 and 18, the Administration for Chi.dren, Youth and Fami -
Ties sponsored a conference of earTy chiidhood researchers at the Channei
Inn in Washington, D C. The conference prov1ded a forum for represent-
atives of the stud1es to discuss the1r research questions, sampiing strate-
gies, and data coiiection and anaiysis pians with an eye toward sharing
data. There were 46 peopTe in attendance on October 17 as fifteen princi-
pai investigators reported on the purpose, major research questions, vari-
nation pians for their studies The purpose of *he second day of the con-
ference was to discuss pians for cross project coiiaboration Eight

studies were represented and discussed Information from two others was

The mador task of the second day was the deveiopment ef a matrix sum-
marizing the saTient proJact detaiis needed to identify areas for coTTabo-

ration or data sharing The matrix provides information for each study on

are, ages of chderen, income levei of target popuiation, and data coTTec-

tion sites. Ten studies or surveys are incTuded on this matrix (see Table

D-i)* Table D-2 Tists the principai investigators of each study

These surveys and studies relate in varying ways to the current study
Those with the ﬁighest degree of articuiation to the data being collected
by RMC RéEéircﬁ are discussed first. The Pubiic School Eariy childhood



Study (Bank Street and Hellesley Colleges) is collecting data in 1100

school districts in all 50 states (see No. 4 in Table D- 1) Information

will be collected at the state level on agen*ies providing education and

trict level, early childhood programs both w1th1n and outside of schools

will be surveyed Families using childcare services Will also be inter-
viewed. Although only the state data w1ll be available prior to the final
report for the Recruitment and Enrollment Study, the district case study

preliminary results will be available in Becember 1986 and may be value-

able to ACYF in augmenting the information gained from its own study of the
needs and services accessed by those eligible for Head Start
A second study w1th a national scope that sewms strongly related to RHC

Research’s data collection efforts is the Harvard Family Research Study

(No 5) Its data on 600 family service agencies are currently available

and are likely to provide valuable information about other services avail-

able to Head Start eligible families Further, an interview supp Tement on

school based programs will be available in preliminary form by uuly 1986

Ages of children include those in the eligible range for Head Start ser-

vices: It is possible that some Head Start programs may be included in the

study data The data relate to the current study in the area of services

Hhile not as widely applicable to central study questions as those

ment{oned ésévé, the Study of Eﬁild Eare and Self Sufficiency for Welfare
Mothers (No. 10) carried out by the Urban 1nstitute will provide additional

information concerning Head Start- eligible families in Boston, which was
one of the sites for their intervievs of AFDC recipients
The Chapter 1 surveys (No 7) and the statistics being compiled by

Children Trends, Inc (No 9) may possibly provide useful information, but

'_;':‘;:- ﬂ- B
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their potential for augmenting the current study is less clear at this

time’ Where ehapter 1 surveys describe coordination Wlth other programs

for their students or describe family needs they may be of some value. If

Child Trends is aBle to provide more detailed information on demographic
trends for children under six and their families as described in their
project description it will certainly be valuable for policy formulation

and program plann1ng Whether the data Hll] be timely and site- SpeCific

enough to be of value to the current study is questionable

ﬂary Kennedy of the National Institute of Education discussed the

proéess By which the fourteen contractors of the studies funded under the

NIE National Assessment of Chapter 1 Programs will share data She dis-

tributed copies of confidentiality agreements which will enaBle contractors

to fulfill their responsibilities to their respondents and yet allow one

another access to study data. She also described the electronic data

tracking system the Ehapter 1 studies are using, ITT Dialacom Although

at this time RMC Research does not require such a system for augmentation

ot its data hase for the Recruitment and Enrollment Study, this system rep-

resents a useful model for cross- project data sharing that might be’ imple~

mented if needed.

T’o organizations, the National Association for the Education of Young

Ehisdren (NAEYC) and the Children s Defense Fund have already provided RMC

Research with information that has augmented our case study data collection

and analysis. NAEYC provided a list of childcare referral agencies located

in our in-depth study sites, which, when telephoned provided data on commu-
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nity childcare needs and services This helped us 1dent1fy other childcare

agenciee for site visit interviews The national data base being developed

By their Ehildcare Informatinn Service is a potential source of data con-

cerning existing resources for childcare and information on different per-

spectives on childcare issues. SuCh a resource may be valuable in provid-

ing context information for analysis of data from both case studies and

telephone surveys; The Children 5 fense Fund’ report, (

A State Child Car Fact Book, 1985, contains general 1nformation

about needs and policy around the country, identifies gaps in services, and

provides detailed state-By state data This book provides the Head Start
Recruitment and Enrollment Study with specific information on the Head

Start eligible population, on childcare needs, serv1ces and gaps in ser-

vices in each state where case studies and telephone surveys are being con-

ducted

The current and future potential for data sharing among early childhood

investigators has only begun to be explored by what must be considered a

pioneer effort on the part of ACYF in sponsoring this conference Confer-

also discussed the possibility of forming federal inter -agency group to

meet periodically for information sharing;

A numBer of issues emerged from the discussion of these surveys of

early childhood programs and services In general, they can be summarized

as issues relating to our attempts to understand the nature of the services

of the surveys
f childcare scrvices

it types of services or

—y T o g
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different aspects of the serVices ene 1ssue, therefore, is to 1dentify
the specific nature of the service: The studies represented here relate to
the following types of services:

Public and private school educational programs,

Full*day daycare,
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i di fferent matter to determine the functions that the programs serve from

wurking parent, full day Head Start program may partially serve the
function of daycare even tﬁough the program operators are primarily con-
cerned Wlth providing a comprehenSive developmental educational health
and social service program; In any study that is trying to deal Wlth the
match Between needs s;é services; it is c itical that the services be
understood from the perspective of the clients and potential clients
Understanding the mechanisms for delivering services is also of concern

to many of the studies This issue relates to examining program auspices,

funding sources, and so forth

Hith these considerations in mind, issues relating to the nature of
services can be viewed as four questions
ﬂhat childcare services are a ilable (supply)7

ﬂhat Rinds of services are needed (demand)?

Uithin a given community, what is the match between needs and
services?

What_ mecﬁanisms ﬁave been (or are being) established to provioe the

Several program dimensions were identified by the speakers In descri-

bing the nature of the services provided different studies may focus on

different dimensions°




the target popu]ation served;

ages served,

hours of operatioh,

° service strategies (e g o home vis1ts, parent groups, center
program); and

0 program goa]s

Another issue is whether studies examine the nature of the serv1ce in

depth or, instead focus on descriptive, quantitative data re]ating to the

service: In the first 1nstance, a study would require qua]itative data on
the nature of the service, in the second; the study might focus on count1ng
such features as the number of peOpie of various types receiving the dif-

ferent kinds of serV1ces. The iatter m1ght include hours of operation as a

variable; but not nature of educational curriculum:

Hg;hggglggy; Studies differ Wide]y in their methodoiogies and as a

consequence, point up a number of methodo]ogica] jssues: Some studies

attempt to provide data that are nationa]]y representative, using large

samples and a survey methodo]ogy Other studies include small sampi and

conduct in depth interviews and observations, choosing to focus on under-

standing the factors operating within a sma]] number of programs or commu-

Each study also appears to make a choice between sampling service pro-

viders or samp]ing users In the former, the studies select institutions

or agencies that are providing services (e g., Head Start programs) and

then conduct their investigations of services and their users. Other

examine who they are and what services they make use of. This choice of
methodo]ogica] approach has different imp]ications, depending upon the

purpose of the study. If a study is concerned with contributing to our
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understanding of the match between services and needs, it is more difficult

if the study takes an institutional perspective The reason for th1s is

that different programs have different service delivery (catcﬁment) zreas;

they may be overlapping but not nece ily contiguous Thus matching up

the service delivery with the needs becomes exceedinglv complex

conducting multiple studies and providing mechanisms for coordination cnd
wherever possible, collaboration among them. It is unlikely that a single
study can answer all the questions to tﬁe satisfaction of all policymakers
ings of each other study, however, the potentia for more comprehensive
Findings begins to be realized The collaboration begun at this conference

is one step toward more useful results from our research:

[ 3§
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B lable D l

ﬂﬂ mnn EARLY CHILDHOOD SUBVEYS

-~ PROJEGT - - - —D Bndlln- fOF -
(Riort Nesa) sbataliss S - onta -
1. HEAD START- a. Case Studiss 9 programs 10/2!/l5
RECRUTMENT b. Talephone Sur-ey 75-80 programs 12/15/85
2. iR a. Suvey - -~ 6786
b. Ohesrvation - 87 - 89
¢c. Follow-up - -

3. INPANT HEALTH AND a. Y6-mouth 580 citidren 1/87
DEVELOPMENT b. ons-ysar-olds 980 children -
FROGRAM

&. PUBLIC SGWOL  a. Stets Survey 50 scacas 2/86
EARLY QHILDHOOD  b. District Case Studies o
SURVEY Mall 1,100 diatricts 1786

Talaphore 175 diatricte 12/86
Sita Visita 12 diatricea

5. NCES FEASIBILITY 10 aices (SMSA} 117866
STY {20 programs/alca) -

6. HARVARD FAMILY a. Agency Study - 00 npnclu -
STUDY b. Intsrview Supplement -

c. Case Studles -
7. ouPTER 1 a. Targscing Practicss 30 achool dlstrices 1786
SURVEYS b. Schucls an' Teachers 1300 schools 1/86
c. 1y Lstructional 30 schools ' 1/86
Experiences of Chiap-
. ter ] Students - - :
d. Analysis of School Dis- 7 swarda to local 1/86
trict & State Agency achool districts to
Racords anslyze data bases

8. HATERNAL - a. llmdulz f-llyfg.ggg” 9,500 househnids
ANDFAMILY-—-—-  b. Quarterly f-lly eamnings
QIRACTERISTICS

c. lﬁrch ﬁtnll ieport

S. FEDERAL STATS. a D-m;rlwnic Trends 5,000 households 6786
PRESCHOOL b. Hother’s Labor Force
POPULATION  Particlpation

c. Educational /Ghildcars
P-rtlclpatlon
10. WELFARE HOTHERS a. litetviews wich mthon 663 welfara reciplents  N/A
_ (Quaves) = - -
b. Intexrviews with program
adainistratora
c. Case Record Review

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Spring
1986

spring
1986

19ch of

=sonth

4/81

_ Prelimtaaty

1786---3786
8/85

1987

Ist Friday/sonth
2 vks after ond
_of quarter

Hid-July

1788



Table D-1

DATA SUARINDG - WMM(NM)
ﬁpof

NCES - FEASIBILITY
STUDY

HARVARD FAMILY

AND-FAMILY
CHARACTERISTICS

o s Progrm

Other Chlldcars Agencles

mlf vlal pl‘.ldwol d\lld (mia)
Childcars settings (cbservations) 0-4

Fanily (interviews)
Fanllles 0-3
Children

cqaomnn oﬁnr .pnclu
(public-welfere) - - -
b. Barly Childhood- Progr- within dh;rlcu
- achool adainistrators/supsrtinzendsnta
- sarly childiood coordinstors

c. Programs cffersd by or under school
auspices: -
- familiea
- achiool personnel
Houssholds of 0-5 children; and programs;  0-5
directors, teachers, parents
l?-lly service -pnclu

School -based programs

. Sdpol dl-trlg;ipouomol 5-1
. Students and teachers_- - - 5-
lﬂi)tllmflln”lamll 5

. analyses of dats base re: cpt. | 5

NQ:V:.\

,-s-,ss!-psgl,-gzyigeg,-d coordination

Rilpuulbll 14+ year-oids all

and wp In household
Parents of praschool -aged 0.5
chlldren .

AFIC reciptents with st laast 0-9
one di"d »dor ape (0] sample .

all

808 poverty lavel

all

sll

all
sll
sll

all
sll

poverty l-v-l

Bronx. NY
Dallas, T
Seattls, UA
Miamfi, FL

Nationally except Uyoming

Nationally selected sites

Charlotte; -SC
San Joce, CA

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tab]e D 2

PRINE!PAk lNVESTIGATORS

1. John M. Love . . .
Head Start Recruitment and Enro]]ment Study

RMC Research Corporation

400 Lafayette Road
Hamptdﬂ; NH 03842

2. Mary Larner- - -
High/Scope- Educational Research Foundation
600 North River -Street
YﬁSiliﬁti; MI 48197

3. Donna Bryant
Frank Porter- Graham Ch11d DéVélopment Center
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hi11, NC 27514

-
.

Fern lar,,

Anne Eitcﬁell,,,ﬁwﬁ

Bank Street Go]]ege -

610 West 112th Street

New York, NY 10025

5. Ann Heinheimer _

Center for. Statistics o

Division of Elementary Education
555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.
W§sh1ngton, D.C. 20208

6. Beather Wéiss -
Harvard Family- Researchf?rqject
Graduzte School of Education
Gutman -302,--Appian Way
Eiﬁbridgé; MA 02138

7. Hary Kennedy - Current-contact:
National- Instituté Uf Education Bea Birman
1200 19th Street- WN.W-.- OERI . -
Mail Stop 1825, Room 816 555 New Jersey Avenue, N. W.
Washington, DC 20208 Washington, D:C: 20208
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TABkE D-2
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS
(continued)

Howard anghe -

Dept. of Labor, Room 2486
4341 G Street, N.W. - -
Washington, D.C. 20212

Nicholas Zi11 -

Child Trends; Inc.
1990 M Street; N.W. --
Washington, D:C. 20036
Freya Sonenstein

The Urban Institute

2100 M Street, N.W. -

Washington, D.C. 20037
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